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Current Topics. 
The Coronation Holiday. 

WE PRINT elsewhere Orders which have been made for the 
closing on the 22nd, 23rd, and 24th of June, of the courts and 
offices of the Supreme Court (including the District Registries), 
and also of the courts and offices of the county courts. 


The County Courts Bill. 

THe PARLIAMENTARY correspondent of the 7imes stated on 
Thursday that the new County Courts Bill was to have the same 
fate as its predecessor of 1909—that the order for the Committeo 
stage of the Bill in the House of Lords had been discharged, and 
it was understood that the Bill had been withdrawn. We believe 
there is no foundation for this last statement. 


f& he King’s Bench Division. 

THE ADDITION of two judges to the bench has undoubtedly 
accelerated the dispatch of the business of the King’s Bench 
Division, but it would appear that the authorities are not wholly 
satisfied with the ordinary provision for the trial of causes, for 
it is announced that non-jury cases will be taken before 
WARRINGTON, J., sitting as an additional judge of the King’s 
3ench Division. The learned judge has had considerable experi- 
ence in dealing with common law cases, and it is understood that 
the pressure of business in the Chancery courts has of late been 
considerably relaxed. 


Lincoln’s-inn and the Coronation. 

WE ARE informed that, in commemoration of the Coronation 
of his Majesty King Grorce V., late treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn, 
the masters of the bench have adopted a scheme for the applica- 
tion until further order of a sum not exceeding 400 guineas per 
annum in promoting the practice among the junior members of 
the society of reading in barristers’ chambers. The scheme is 
intended to come into force in Trinity Term next. Students 
of the society who shall then have passed their final examina- 
tion, and barristers of the society who shall then be under 
two years’ standing at the bar, will be eligible for the benefits 
provided by the ro natiagey it is a condition that they should 
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intend to practise in England. It will be remembered that the 
benchers of Gray’s-inn some time ago appropriated a yearly 
sum for this purpose. 


The Aggressions of the Government Departments. 

THE GROWING tendency of Government departments to 
encroach on the functions of the judges, to which attention has 
often been drawn in the columns of this journal, formed the 
subject of some admirable observations by the Master of the 
Rolls at the dinner of a city company last week. He said he 
had seen signs of attempts by the Executive to interfere with 
the judiciary, and against all such attempts he pledged his 
colleagues on the bench and himself to offer a strenuous 
resistance. Administrative action, he said, generally meant some- 
thing done by a man whose name they did not know, sitting at a 
desk in a Government office, and very apt to be a despot if free 
from the interference of the courts of justice. The worst of it is 
that the despot too frequently escapes from that interference. 
For one case in which his wrongful action is brought before the 
courts there must be in which it is allowed to pass 
unquestioned. 


scores 


Probate of Concurrent Wills. 


Sir SAMUEL Evans had to find in the Registry Rules some 
provision for dealing with probate in the following somewhat 
unusual circumstances (/n the Estate of Baron Von Brentnam, 
deceased, 27 Times L. R. 395). The testator, a naturalized 
German subject, resident in Germany and domiciled there, left 
two wills, one made in Germany in German form and one made 
in England in English form. He first disposed of his realty 
in Germany and his personalty everywhere, including England. 
The latter will dealt only with his real property in England. It 
follows that the wills had concurrent validity, each being limited 
to a subject-matter excluded from the scope of theother. Now, 
of course, in order to administer the personalty in England, 
probate of the German will was necessary here. Again, since the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, which vests realty in the executor, pro- 
bate of the English will is equally necessary for the administration 
of the realty in England. Obviously then the executor of each 
will was entitled to, and had to, prove his will in the Probate 
Court ; but the question was how this could be done so as to 
prevent any duplication of rights and duties in respect of the 
administration. Finally, with the assent of all 
President granted probate to the executors of the English will, 
but limited it to the English realty. 
grant to the executor of the German will. 
obviously convenient, but it makes a daring use of the Land 
Transfer Act in order to oust the prior claim of the executor of 
the will which covered the deceased’s personalty. ‘The result is 
curious when one remembers that prior to 1897 the English 
will, dealing solely with realty, would have conferred no right to 
probate on its exeeutor in the presence of a will disposing of 
the personalty. 


Application for a Mandamus on the Last 


of Term. 

THERE 18 one point, at least, in which long experience at the 
bar is apt to score, and that is in knowledge of those unwritten 
conventions of practice which do not appear in any text-book, 
but which old-fashioned judges will sometimes insist on applying. 
An interesting illustration of what we mean is to be found in the 
recent case of Ex parte McBean (27 Times L. BR. 401), in which 
the Divisional Court refused to hear an application for a 
mandamus in the last day of term-—giving as their reason the 
ancient custom to that effect. Now an application for 
mandamus, according to rule 49 of the Crown Office Rules, can 
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parties, the | 





He then made a cacterorum | 
This procedure is | 





be due to the fact that in the days before the Judicature Act, 
1873, the long intervals which elapsed between one term and 
another made the issue of such a rule, and the long postpone- 
ment of the hearing, somewhat oppressive. Except as regards 
the Trinity Term, which immediately precedes the Long Vacation, 
there seems no longer any reason for maintaining the old rule. 


Warranties and Conditions in a Contract for the 
Sale of Goods. 

FEW LAWYERS will disagree with the opinion of Lord LoresurN 
that the case of Wallis, Son d: Wells v. Pratt (reported elsewhere) in 
which judgment has just been delivered by the House of Lords, 
afforded room for controversy. The facts were simple. The 
defendants sold seed by sample to the plaintiffs ; the terms of the 
sale, as expressed in the sold note, being that they sold, on the 
conditions printed on the back of the note, about 274 quarters 
common English sainfoin at forty shillings a quarter. The material 
condition on the back of the sale note ran: “Sellers give no 
warranty, express or implied, as to growth, description, or any 
other matters. ” Seed equal to sample was delivered 
under the contract, and a portion of it was resold by the plaintiffs 
as common English sainfoin. ‘The seed delivered was not, nor 
was the sample, common English sainfoin ; they were both the 
seed of giant sainfoin, which was of inferior quality to that 
contracted for. The difference between the two seeds was 
indistinguishable, and the mistake was only discovered by the 
plaintiff's sub-purchaser when the seed sown by him came up. 
The plaintiffs in the present action sought to recover the amount 
of the damages paid by them to their sub-purchaser. The majority 
of the Court of Appeal (VAUGHAN WiLuiAMs, L.J., and 
Farwewt, L.J.) held (1910, 2 K. B. 1003) that, the plaintiffs 
having accepted and resold the seed, had put it out of their 
power to treat the description of the article sold as common 
English sainfoin as a condition on a breach of which they were 
entitled to reject the goods, and could only treat it as a 
warranty, a breach of which would ordinarily entitle the pur- 
chaser to damages, but that, upon the true construction of this 
condition printed on the back of the sold note, the defendants 
had excluded all liability enforceable by action for breach of 
warranty. Mouton, L.J., dissented, holding that the printed 
condition did not affect the obligation to deliver the kind of 
goods stipulated for in the contract of sale ; whether an obliga- 
tion was a condition or a warranty was decided by the contract 
itself and not by matters subsequent to the contract. This 
judgment of Movutton, L.J., has now been confirmed by the 
unanimous decision of the House of Lords reversing that of the 
majority of the Court of Appeal. The case, notwithstanding 
the decision of the House of Lords, may continue to be the sub 
ject # controversy. The substantial question is whether the 
barring clause in the contract must be read as saying that, 
although the vendors are bound to deliver common English 


|sainfoin, they are not liable in dumages if they do not dv 80, 


but deliver something else. This would be a bard saying, and 
would, we think, require clearer language than that which is to 
be found in the clause relied on by the vendors. 


| Employment by a Company of its Directors for 


| relations between a company and its customere. 


be made during term by motion in the King’s Bench Division 


on a Crown Side day when ex parte motions are heard, and during 
vacation after a summons before the judge in chambers has 
satisfied the latter that the matter is urgent. Neither the Crown 
Office Practice nor any other of the usual books on pr. ctice 
mentions the unwritten rule that such an application will not 
be heard on the last day in term; so that the average practi- 
tioner could hardly be expected to know of its existence. The 


| 


Outside Work. 

Tue DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Bath v. Standard 
Land Co. (ante, p. 482) deals with an interesting point in the 
Frequently the 
work which a company is émployed to do requires the employ- 
ment of subsidiary agents fur the performance of s;ecial legal or 
business functions. In the present case the defendant company 
was employed to manage, develop, and realize an estate, and 
in the course of this work it required the services of a solicitor, a 
business manager, an auctioneer, and an accountant. Its 
directorate included persons who were qualified to act in these 


| various capacities, and by its articles of association it had power 


to employ and pay its officers. Accordingly, in the carrying out 
of the agreement with the plaintiff, directors were employed to 
act as solicitor, as manager of a business connected with the 
estate, and as auctioneer, and the secretary was employed as 
accountant. They all received remuneration for these services in 
addition to their remuneration from the company, and this 


origin of the convention is a matter of dispute, but it appears to ! remuneration, we gather,was charged to the plaintiff. The plaintiff 
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claimed that by reason of the fiduciary relation of the directors to 
the company, they were incapable of making an individual 
profit, and that the various sums should be disallowed, and a 
decision to this effect was given by the Court of Appeal in 
Irelard in Kavanagh v. Workmen's Benefit Building Society 
(1896, 1 Ir. R. 50). There, the defendants, who weie mortgagees 
of two houses, went into possession and appointed one ot their 
directors to collect the rents as their agent. It was held that 
he was not entitled to be allowed a commission. The case was 
treated as being similar to Nicholson v. Tutin (3 K. & J. 159), 
where cne of several trustees was not allowed to take a com- 
mission for collecting rents. But there the fiduciary relation | 
between the trustees and the beneficiaries was direct. When a 
company is in question, its directors are not in a fiduciary 
relation to the person employing the company, although they 
are in a fiduciary relation to the company. In the present 
case NEVILLE, J., followed the Irish decision, and held that the 
charges must be disallowed as between the plaintiff and the 
company. But the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., 
and BUCKLEY, L.J., MOULTON, L.J., diss.) have taken the above 
distinction and have reversed his decision. Thus the general | 
principle that a company under such circumstances can employ | 
its own directors for reward is established ; but the Court of | 
Appeal directed the addition to the order of words preserving 
the right of the plaintiff to object, on the taking of the accounts, 
to the propriety of the employment of a director, or to the | 
amount of his remuneration, in any particular transaction. | 


The Land Value Forms. 

THE NATURE of the procedure for valuation of land for the 
purpose of the new land taxes makes it desirable that the 
powers of the Inland Revenue Commissioners should be strictly 
defined, and the decision of WARRINGTON, J., in Purghes v. Atorney 
General (Times, 10th inst.) is an important step in this direction. 
The case arose in respect of the validity of Form 8 which is 
addressed to occupiers of land and to agents for the receipt 
of rents. Under section 31 of the Finance Act, 1910, “every 
person who pays rent in respect of any land, and every person | 
who as agent for another persor receives any rent in respect of | 
any land, shall, on being required by the commissioners, furnish 
to them within thirty days the name and address of the person to 
whom he pays rent, or on behalf of whom he receives rent, 
as the case may be.” Form 8 is based upon this section and 
requires these two classes of persons to furnish information 
generally with regard to Jand in respect of which they pay 
or receive rent in a particular district, without specifying the | 
particular land. The learned judge has held that such a require- | 
ment is unauthorized by the section. Section 31 has to be construed | 
in connection with section 26, which imposes on the commissioners 
the duty of valuing all land in the United Kingdom, but this | 
assumes that each piece of Jand which is in separate occupation 
shall be valued, and the commissioners are not entitled to issue 
a form under section 31 until they have decided on the particular 
piece of land which they wish to value. They can then issue 
the form in respect of this land, and so ascertain to whom the 
occupier pays rent, and, if the rent is paid to an agent, who is 
the beneficial recipient. WaAkrincTon, J., also held the form to 
be bad because it required the information to be given, not as 
provided by section 31, to the commissioners, but to the land 
valuation officer. The action was brought under Kt. §. C., ord. 
25, r. 4, for a declaration of right without any consequential 
relief, and the learned judge cc nsidered that the procedure was 
appropriate for attaining the plaintiff s object-- namely, to know 
whether he could continue to resist the requirements of the | 
commissioners without exposing himself to penalties. It was, in- | 
deed, as he pointed out, convenient to both parties, “ enabling 
the commissioners to be informed how far they may go, and | 
relieving the plaintiff from the doubt ard yerplexity into which 
he had been cast.” 


An Undesirable Combination of Offices 

OUR ATTENTION has been drawn to a matter of grave public 
importance, as well as of great interest to the legal profession. 
Hitherto, in Swansea, as at other towns which pos<ess a great 
deal of police-court work, it has been usual for the Watch | 


Committee to appoint a prosecuting solicitor to conduct such 
cases at petty sessions as require some legal knowledge—cases 
which otherwise would probably be managed by the chief 
constable in person or some person deputed by him. Now, 
however, it 1s proposed by the Watch Committee, in the 
interests of economy, to transfer this office to a gentleman who 
combines already the offices of town clerk and clerk to the peace 
for the county, Swansea being a county borough. We must 
say that this arrangement seems to us most objectionable, and 
that any small saving of public money thereby tecured can only 
be gained by a serious sacrifice of the public interests. To begin 
with, it is very undesirable to combine in one person offices 
which are entirely separate; whose duties may conflict, and 
which are held under distinct employers. The evils of this 
system were brought to public notice two or three years ago in 
connection with the conduct of certain unions in the East end 
of London, and are indeed obvious. The town clerk is the 
servant of the corporation ; the clerk to the peace is an officer 


}of the county responsible to quarter sessions ; the prosecuting 


solicitor is appointed by a third body, the Watch Com- 
mittee, which has a statutory existence quite independent of 
that of the council. Circumstances may arise when the 
interests of these three bodies conflict; in which case the 
position of a solicitor who is practically the legal adviser or 
agent of all three mist become mest difficult and invidious. 
Moreover, there is a grave objection to uniting the office of 
prosecuting solicitor with that of clerk to the peace. The latter 
is the legal adviser of the justices at quarter sessions and per- 
forms important duties of a quasi-judicial character there. 
Among other things he has to deal with indictments, appeals, 


,and cases coming from the very petty sessions at which he, as 


the prosecuting solicitor, bas been advocate for the police. How 
can the same man act satisfactorily in the dual capacities of 
prosecutor in the court below and judicial assistant in the court 
above? The conflict between two manifest duties must often 
arise, and, however impartially the individual may act, be will 
not receive credit for so acting in the eyes of the public at large. 
The inevitable result is to discredit the administration of justice 
—a peculiarly undesirable result in an age when a certain section 
of public opinion is eager to seize and use any handle for 
attacking the judiciary. It is likewise undesirable that the 
clerk of the peace, who is taxing-master at quarter sessions, 
should tax his own costs in a case which he has conducted at 


| petty sessions and which has been committed for trial—a 


practice to state which is to condemn it. We are glad to see 
that the matter has been taken up by the Swansea and Neath 
Incorporated Law Society; we trust that their efforts will be 
successful in preventing’ an arrangement which is simply 
indefensible on any broad grounds of public interest. 


The Opportunities of American Lawyers. 

Mr. Bryce, in the last edition of his work on the American 
Commonwealth, has a chapter on “The Bar,” in which he 
informs us that, according to the universal witness of laymen 
and Jawyers, no one in the profession who combines fair talents 
with reascnable industry fails to earn a competence and to bave 
within the first six or seven years of bis career an opportunity 
of shewing whether he has in him the makings of something 
great. We find some difficulty in reconciling this statement 
with a paragraph in one of the leading New York papers in 
which it is ststed that, according to the report of a committee 
of the County Lawyers’ Association, there are at the present day 
approximately 16,000 lawyers in Greater New York, or about 
one to every 275 inhabitants. This provides an average of three 
cr four clients to each lawyer. Forty per cent. of all the law- 
yers are having a struggle for existence ; thirty per cent. are 
making “a fair living” ; twenty per cent. are earning a good 
income, and ten per cent. are making large profits out of their 
profession. This ten per cent. and their large profits tempt 
young men with ambition, many of whem cannot understand 
that they would do much better if they went into trade or 
studied scientific farming. It is added that of the ten per 
cont. who are making large incomes, by far the larger part are 
men whore namcs seldom appear in the newspapers, and that, 
conversely, many of the lawyers who are most talked about do 
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not make exceptionally large incomes. 





The discrepancy between | authorized investment “in any stocks or securities of any British 


this report and the statement of Mr. Bryck may perhaps be | colony or dependency,” the date of the will being 1896. The 
explained by the difficulty of ascertainiig the exact number of | 


persons practising the law in an American State. 
readily gain admission to practise in the Federal courts, and 
may, by courtesy, practise in the courts of every State. And it 
may be observed that Mr. Bryce himself informs us that in the 
Eastern States, at least, the professions are nearly as crowded as 
they are in England. 

The Rights of a Sporting Tenant. 


A lawyer ean | 


question to be decided was whether the Canadian provinces were 
“ British colonies or dependencies” within the meaning of the 
will. Eve, J., held that they were not, and investment in their 
stocks was, therefore, beyond the powers conferred on the trustees. 
‘T'wo statutory definitions were referred to-—that contained in the 
Colonial Stock Acts, 1877 to 1900, and that in the Interpretation 
Act, 1889. But Eve, J., thought that, independently of these 


| statutes, “colony or dependency” meant “the aggregation of 


Ir 1s not often that a touch of romance enters into the dry | 


purlieus of a reported case, but certainly there is a halo of 
romantic glamour round the recent case of Cope v. Sharpe (27 
Times L. R. 396). The plaintiff had let to the defendant’s employer 
the sporting rights over his land, which included moor and heath 
The defendant was the sporting tenant's gamekeeper, and a person 
of resource. A fire broke out on the heath which threatened to ruin 
its sporting value ; the plaintiff bad not taken steps to put it out ; 
thereupon the defendant stepped in with a number of labourers 
and proceeded to quell the flames. This he did in the fashion 
familiar to all schoolboys who have read Fenimore Cooper's 
‘* Prairie ” ; he set fire to certain patches to windward of the flames, 
so as to create bare spots, which would check the fire upon its 
arrival at them. ‘The plaintiff sued him in the ccunty court for 
trespass and succeeded ; but the Divisional Court granted a new 
trial on the ground that the county court judge had held that 
in no circumstances had the sporting tenant any right to light a 
fire on the land. This view the Divisional Court rejected, 


| 


| 


the provinces, and cannot, in this will, mean the individual 
provinces which go to make up the Dominion.” 
If this decision is correct, the results are rather serious, 


| for if ‘* colony or dependency ” in a modern will is to mean “ the 
) | ) 


aggregation of the” units, and not “ the individual” units, 
when fcderation or union has taken place, many stocks of 
individual states of Australia, and individual provinces of South 
Africa, will be equally beyond the area of trust investment. 
There are, of course, stocks of Australia and South Africa 
which (unless expressly forbidden by the instrument creating 


| the trust—section 1 of the Trustee Act, 1893) are proper trust 


holding that the defendant had aright to abate a nuisance which | 


affected the value of his sporting rights, provided what he did 
was necessary. (pon the new trial the jury found (1) that the 
defendant's acts were reasonably necessary to protect his master’s 
rights, but (2) that they were not actually necessary. On this 
the Divisional Court, reversing a second decision of the county 
court judge—this time in the defendant’s favour——held that the 
jlaintiff must succeed and was entitled to nominal damages. 
Vhen people abate a nuisance on the land of another they do 
so at their peril, and cannot plead nevessity as an excuse for 
trespass unless the necessity is absolute. 


The Legal Definition of a Ship. 

Secrion 503 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, enables 
the owners of ships damage feasant to limit their liability in 
certain cases to £8 per ton. This privilege is confined to “ ships = 
within the meaning of the Act “every description of vessel 
used in navigation not propelled by oars” (section 742). A 
generation ago, under the similar Act of 1854, the question arose 


1.€., 


whether or not a barge which had no means of progression at all | 
‘ug came within the definition of a | 


but was towed by a steam 
“ship” (The Mac, 7 P. D. 126). It was argued that a “ vessel 
used in navigation” must have some means of propulsion, and 
that if it merely drifted with the tide it could not be a “vessel” : 
and to that the court apparently agreed. But then it was 
suggested that the means of propulsion must be internal (such as 
sails, an engine, or a motor on board the vessel) ; from this view 
the court dissented, and held that external means of propulsion, 
by means of a tug, were good enough to make a barge into a 
vessel. This decision was followed last month by Mr. Justice 





| sufficient to cite Cyprus and Wei-bai-Wei as instances. 


BARGRAVE Deane (The Mudlark, 27 Times L. R. 385); so that | 


it is now settled law that a “hopper barge” 
entitled to the status of the same as conferred by the Merchant 
Shipping Act. But the man in the street will probably feel the 
logic in those two cases to be rather fine. 








Trustees and Colonial Securities. 


A DECISION was given by Eve, J., last week, with respect to 
trustees’ powers of investing in oversea or “colonial” securities 
which will have to be seriously considered by trustees and those who 
advise them, when there is any question of investing trust funds 
in the oversea dominions : see te Maryon-I¥Vilson’s Estat: (reported 
elsewhere). A summons had been taken out to ascertain 
whether the trustees of the testator’s will could invest in the 


stocks of the provinces of the Dominion of Canada. The will of Australia: see McKelvey v. Meagher (1906, 4 Com. L. R. 265). 





is a “ship” and | 


investments by virtue of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, s. 2, and 
trustees (in the absence of express prohibition) would be 
protected by the provisions of that section. The risk to trustees 
lies in their selecting some stock or security of a “ colony or 
dependency " which has not yet been placed on the list governed 
by the Colonial Stock Acts, 1877 to 1900. This risk is likely 
to be considerable, for it is believed that “ colony or dependency ” 
bas hitherto been understood to apply to individual states of 
Australia, provinces of South Africa, and provinces of Canada. 

It is submitted, however, that the restricted meaning of 
“colony or dependency ” placed on the expression by Eve, J., 
is too narrow, and that each of the legislative units in Canada, 
Australia and South Africa is, for the present purpose, to be 
considered as a separate “colony or dependency.” It is possible 
that the provincial councils established by the South Africa Act, 
1909, have so far Jost their character of legislatures proper that 
the separate provinces of South Africa are no longer to be 
regarded as separate “colonies or dependencies.” Apart from 
South Africa, the word “dependency ” is the very widest term 
that can be used to denote any territory separately administered 
under the authority of the British crown. 

The word “dependency” is not used with any reference to 
extensive powers or ample security—rather the contrary, in fact. 
Many territories not strictly forming portions of the King’s 
dominions are yet spoken of as “dependencies.” It will be 
As 
illustrations of territory which is undoubtedly within the 
dominions being classed as a “dependency,” Papua (formerly 
British New Guinea) and Norfolk Island may be mentioned. 
The former was at first a dependency of Queensland. The latter 
is still a dependency of New South Wales. The word 
“dependency,” in fact, when applied to parts of the dominions, 
is usually used to describe some territory that is placed under 
the administration of another larger and more important 
territory. Such expressions as ‘“‘New South Wales and its 
dependencies ” are commonly used in the early Acts of Parliament 
relating to the Australasian possessions: see, for instance, 
section 2of 3 & 4 Vict. c. 62. 

There appears to be no reason, founded on any statutory 


| definition of “ colony or dependency,” why the expression should 


| appears to have received no statutory definition at all. 


“ Dependency ” 


per se mean the aggregate of united territories. i 
“ Colony 


| is defined in the Colonial Stock Act, 1877, and includes both 


| legislature. 


territory under a local legislature and territory under a central 
“Colony” in the Interpretation Act, 1889, 1s 
certainly defined as meaning the aggregate of territories under 
a central legislature, but the inclusion of individual units having 
local legislatures is not forbidden. That “colony” in this 
definition may still mean a unit of a larger aggregate is shewn by 
an Australian decision to the effect that, notwithstanding federa- 
tion, warrants under the Fugitive Offenders Act, 1881, may still 
be backed by magistrates of a single state of the Commonwealth 
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The same distinction is drawn in the Fugitive Offenders Act 
as in the Interpretation Act, 1889, between local and central 
legislatures. 

The result of disregarding the meaning of the word “ colony,” 
as used in the Colonial Stock Act, 1877, to denote the territories 
that have local, as well as central, legislatures, is that the 
direction to invest in securities of a British “ colony” is 
nugatory as regards the divisions of Canada, of Australia, and of 
South Africa, and may even produce confusion. Without such 
a direction trustees can invest in some colonial stocks ; with a 
positive direction to do so facing them, trustees must. still 
hesitate to travel beyond the securities authorized by statute. 
But even if “colony” is to be taken in a sense different from 
that given to it in the Colonial Stock Act, there is nothing to 
justify any doubt as to the meaning of “ dependency,” seeing that 
in no statute is the word ever used to indicate any aggregate of 
territories. 





Lulaudal ‘Tiection of Stands. 


THE Various processional pageants of recent years, actual or 
projected, have furnished a good many questions for decision by 
the courts ; and in view of the approaching Coronation events, 
the case of Camplell vy. Paddington Corporation (1911, 1 K. B. 
896) should be of interest to members of local authorities who 
are inclined to erect stands in public thoroughfares and thereby 
obstruct the view of the unofficial public. In that case the 
plaintiff was the tenant of a house in Burwood-place, with rooms 
facing the Edgware-road, and she was in the habit of letting 
seats in these rooms to persons wishing to view public processions 
passing down the road. Soon after the death of the late King 
one GINGER offered the plaintiff £40 for the use of a balcony on 
the first floor and £20 for the use of two windows on the second 
floor with a view to seeing the funeral procession. The offer 
was accepted, and GINGER paid £20 on account of the hire money. 
About the same time the Paddington Borough Council passed a 
resolution that the Works Committee should be authorized to 
erect a suitable stand for witnessing the procession, ‘capable of 
accommodating the council and their friends, the cost thereof 
to be borne by the members.” ‘The stand was erected across 
Burwood-place, and obstructed the view from the plaintiff's 
house. As soon as GINGER saw what was being done, he called 
on the plaintiff and said that in view of the erection of the stand 
it would not be fair to hold him to his bargain. The plaintifi 
was of the same opinion, and consented to release him ; but he 
was willing to keep the second floor, and in respect of that she 
retained the £20 which he had paid. Some thirty or forty other 
persons came to the plaintiff to apply for seats, but, on seeing 
the stand in course of erection, they did not hire seats. Sub- 
sequently the plaintiff brought an action in the Marylebone 
County Court, claiming damages for obstruction of the use and 
enjoyment of her house. 

The first thought that occurs in connection with such a claim is 
that an owner of a house cannot acquire a right to a view. “ For 
stopping,” it was said in Aldred’s case (9 Co. Rep., p. 586), * as well 
of the wholesome air as of light, an action lies, and damages 
shall be recovered for them, for both are necessary . . . But for 
prospect, which is a matter only of delight, and not of necessity, 
no action lies for the stopping thereof, and yet it is a great 
ecmmendation for a house if it has a long and large prospect.” 
Similarly, in Knowles v. Richardson (1 Mad. 55): “ Prospects 
may be stopped, so you do not darken the light.” And later, in 
Attorney-General v. Doughty (2 Ves. sen. 453), Lord HARDWICKE, 
C., said: “I know no general rule of common law which 
warrants that ”--namely, the existence of a particular right to a 
prospect“ or eays that building so as to stop another's prospect 
is a nuisance. Was that the case, there could be no great 
towns.” Hence if the stand in the present case had been erected 
on private ground, the plaintiff would have had no right to 
complain. 

But both in the county court and in the Divisional Court the 
distinction was taken that the erection of the stand on the public 
highway was unlawful. The county court judge directed the jury 
that the chance of letting rooms for viewing processions was an 





incident attaching to the plaintiff's occupation, which, according to 
the evidence, had a substantial pecuniary value, and if anyone 
deprived her of or injured her chance of letting rooms for that 
purpose by erecting an unlawful obstruction on the highway, she 
was entitled to recover damages. He further directed the jury 
that the act of the defendant in authorizing the erection of the 
stand was an illegal act, and that they were liable to the 
plaintiff for the individual loss sustained by her. The jur 

returned a verdict for £90, and judgment was given po 
ingly. 

This judgment was affirmed, and it would seem quite rightly, 
by the Divisional Court (Avory and Lusn, JJ.) The 
case was treated not as a mere claim for loss resulting from 
interference with a view, but as an action for special damage 
caused by a nuisance created by the defendants, It is doubtless 
true that for an erection upon a highway to be a public nuisance 
it must interfere with the traffic, and hence it was held in Rez 
v. Bartholomew (1908, 1 K. B. 554) that the erection of a coffee 
stall in a street in such a manner as was found by the jury not 
appreciably to interfere with the traffic was not a nuisance. 
‘Tt was an obstruction,” said DARLING, J., “which did not 
obstruct the only thing the obstruction of which would in law 
amount toa nuisance. Therefore it is found not to be a nuisance 
at all, and that was the gist of the indictment.” In the present 
case it was contended that, since the traflic was stopped on the 
day of the procession, the stand did not interfere with any traffic, 
and therefore was not a nuisance. But, as Avory, J., pointed 
out, the stand was erected on a previous day, and from the 
moment of its erection it constituted a public nuisance for which 
the defendants could have been indicted, In these circumstances, 
although the plaintiff could have no action for interference with 
her view as such, yet so soon as the defendants bad committed an 
unlawful act they became liable to her for loss which followed asthe 
natural consequence from that unlawful act; and this included the 
loss of the money to be received for the hire of the rooms and seats, 
and also the price which GINGER bad contracted to pay, not- 
withstanding that the plaintiff let him off his bargain. ‘ The 
defendants,” eaid Lusu, J., “begin with an act wrongful in 
itself; if such an act is the source and origin of loss to the 
plaintiff, then, provided the loss is sufficiently closely connected 
with the wrongful act, it is a loss for which the plaintiff is entitled 
to redress.” ‘The decision comes at a seasonable time, and will 
no doubt help to keep highways clear of coronation stands. 


Reviews. 
Real Property. 


Tornam’s Rea Prorerty: AN [Intropuctory EXPLANATION OF 
rue Law Recating to LAND. Seconp Epirion. By ALFRED 
F. Tornam, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Wrrn ‘Test QugSTIONS 
FOR THE Use or Stupents. By F. Porter Fausser B.A., LL.B, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 

This is a useful summary for students of the leading principles 
affecting real property. It assumes, perhaps, too little yeneral 
knowledge on the part of the student. For instance, it is considered 
necessary to explain the Statute De Donis Conditionalibus by the 
addition of the words “concerning conditional gifts.” But if in the 
anthor’s opinion the mental calibre of the present-day student is 
such as to require this assistance, he doubtless does well to give 
it And generally, it may be said that the book covers the 
elements of real property law and conveyancing practice in a way 
both Incid and interesting. It is not intended to supersede 
the perusal of the recognized works on the subject ; but it will be 
useful both as a preliminary text-book and as a test of knowledge 
after the fuller treatises have been studied. After imtroductory 
chapters on ownership of land and forms of tenure, the nature of the 
interests existing in corporeal hereditaments is discussed, and then 
the modes of alienation infer vivos and devolution on death, a 
chapter being added on the rights of married women in real estate. 
The chapters on incorporeal hereditaments open with a brief explana- 
tion of the rule against perpetuities, and the concluding chapters 
explain the practical points arising on contracts of sale, Some 
precedents are given in the text and at the end of the book, but, with 
the exception of that ofa marriage settlement, they are in unpara- 
graphed form. A summary of real property statutes is given in 





chapter 36, and will be useful to the student. 
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Books of the Week. 


—The Laws of England : being a Complete 


Laws of England 
By the Right Hon. the 


Statement of the whole Law of England. 


Earl of Hatssury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885-86. 
1886-92, and 1895-1905, and other Lawyers. Vol. XVI.: High- 
ways, Streets, and Bridges; Husband and Wife: Income Tax. 
Butterworth & Co. 

Joint Stock Companies. -Handbook on the Formation, | 
Management, and Winding up of Jeint Stock Companis By F. 
Gore-Browne, M.A. K.C., and Wirtiam Jorpax, Company 


Registration and Parliamentary Agent. Thirty-first Edition. Jordan 
& Sons (Limited). 


Handbook to Stamp Duties, containing th 
1891, and of the sub equent Revenue Acts 
sO far as they relate to Stamp Dutis with a Complete Alpha 
betical Table of all Documents liable to Stamp Duty. By CHarves 
H. Picken. Sixteenth Edition. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The Shops Bill Bill, 1911 : with Notes and an Apnen 
Barristers at-Law. 


Stamp Duties. 
Text of the Stamp Act, 


Shop 


dix. By Artuur Pace and Witutam FINtay, 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 1s. 

Employers’ Liability-—Employers’ Liability to their Ser 
vants at Common Law and under the Employers’ Liability Art, 
1880, and the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906. By C. Y. C. 
Dawparn, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. By the 


Author Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Law Magazine.—The L 
Quarterly Review of Jurisprudence, being the combined Law Maga 


iw Magazine and Review: a 


zine founded in 1828, and the Law Review founded in 1844. Vol. 
XXXVI. May, 1911. Jordan & Sons (Limited), 

Points to be Noted. | 

Conveyancing and Equity. | 

Rescission for Innocent Misrepresentation Executed | 


ground on which a 


Lease. Innocent misrepresentation is not a 


court of equity will rescind an executed (as opposed to an executory) 
well 





contract ; and this doctrine ap lies to the grant of a lease as 
as to a conveyance of freeholds.—ANGEI Jay (K.B. Div. Ct., 
Dec. 9) (55 Souicrrors’ JOURNAL, 140; 1911, 1 K. B. 666: and see 


also Milch v. Coburn, 55 Soxiicrrors’ JoURNAL, 170, 441). 


Settled Land-Capital Money Damages for Dilapida. | 
tions. Damages for dilapidations due to breaches of repairing 
covenants in leases of settled property are “capital money arising 
under the Act,” and must be paid to the settlement trustees, or into 
court. The tenant for life, in the exercise of his powers under the 
Settled Land Acts, is accountable as a trustee for all parties entitled 
under the settlement.—Re Lacown’s Serriement, Lacon v. Lacon 
(Swinfen Eady, J., Jan. 28) (55 Suticr7ors’ .JOURNAL. 226 - 1911, 1 Ch. 
351). 

Payment to Wrong Cestui que trust--Estate In or Out 
of Court.—If a trustee pays money to the wrong cestur que trust, 
and more than six years elapse, the right cestu: que trust has a 
remedy if the fund is in court, or if the recipient still has the money 
in his hands, or if the recipient knew that the money was not pay 
able to him. But otherwise the case is in substance a common law 
case of money had and received, and the right cestus que trust is 
barred by analogy to the Statute of Limitations —Rer Roprnson, 
McLaren v. Pustic Truster (Warrington,J., Feb. 11) (55 Sonicrrors 
JOURNAL, 27 1911, 1 Ch. 502). 


af 

Land Tax--Redemption—Subterranean Works—Adja 
cent Highway.—RKedemption of the land tax exonerates the Jand 
in question a centro usque ad cevlum, W hatever works may he subse 
quently constructed beneath the surface, and whatever new sources 
of profit may be developed in those works. But the boundary of the 
exonerated land is not (as the boundary of lands conveyed by deed 
is) presumed to be the middle line of the adjoining highway. 
Centrat Lonpon Ramway Co. ». Crry or Lonpon Lanp Tax 
ComMISsIONERS) (Swinfen Eady, J., Feb. 25) (1911, 1 Ch. 467) 


Public Trustee— Appeal.—— ly 13 (5) of the Public 
Trustee Act, 1906, the Public Trustee may order one or more of the 
parties to pay the costs of an audit of trust accounts, instead of 
ordering them to be paid out of the estate. But before making such 
an order he should hear the parties, if they wish to be heard ; and 
they may appeal from such an order (and probably from any other 
administrative act or omission of his under the Act) ; and in appeal- | 
ing they should not join him as a party.—Re Oppy (Parker, Jn | 


section 


March 7) (55 Soticrrors’ JourRNAL, 348 ; 1911, 1 Ch. 532), 


New Orders, &c. 


Coronation of Their Majesties. 
ORDER OF COURT. 

The Courts and Offices of the Supreme Court, including the Dis 
trict Registries, shall be closed on the 22nd, 23rd, and 24th of June 
next. 

By Order of the Lorp CHANCELLOR and the Rute 
COMMITTEE OF THE SUPREME CouRT. 
May 5, 1911, 
COUNTY COURT ORDERS. 

The Courts and Offices of the County Courts in England and 
Wales shall be closed on the 22nd, 23rd, and 24th of June next. 

By Order of the Lorp CHANCELLOR. 
May 5, 1911. 


Che Colonial Courts of Admiralty Act, 1890. 
ORDER IN COUNCIL, 

At the Court at Buckingham Palace, the 4th day of May, 1911. 

Whereas by the Colonial Courts of Admiralty Act, 1890, it is, among 
other things, enacted that the Act shall not come into force in any ot 
the British Possessions named in the First Sehedule t> the Act, until 
His Majesty so directs by Order in Council, and until the date named in 
that behalf in such Order. 

And wheress the Governments of the States of New South Wales and 
Victoria, in the Commonwealth of Australia, and of the Colonies of St. 
Helena and British Honduras, being the British Possessions named in the 
said First Schedule, have agreed that the Act shall be brought into 
force in those States and Colunies. 


Now, therefore, it is hereby ordered by the King’s Most Excellent 


| Majesty, by and with the advice of His Privy Council, that the said Act 
| shall come into force in the States of New South 


Wales and Victoria 


and the Colonies of St. Helena and British Honduras, on the Ist day of 
July, 1911. ALMERIC FITzroy. 


CASES OF THE WEEK 


House of Lords. 
WALLIS, SON, & WELLS rv. PRATT & HAYNES. 


5th May. 


ACCORDING TO CONTRACT—CONDITIONS OF 


SALE OF Goops—GoopDs NOT 
SaLe—NON-WARRANTY CLAUSE IN SOLD Note—SacLe or Goovs Act, 
1893, s. 53. 


The ¢ ppe llants pure hased from the re sponde nis a quantity of seed 
which was re presented in perfect good faith by them to be common 
English sainfoin. As a matter of fact it was giant sainfoin. The sold 
note indorsed with the following condition: “* Sellers give no war 
ranty express or implied as to any grain, seed . . . orany 
other article sold by them The seed was duly delivered and 

! qual to san ple. The re-sold a portion of the seed, 


we 


appe llant 8 


we é 

and the mistake having been discovered by the purchaser, they settled 
; 

a claim fot damages for breach of warranty, and claimed to recover the 

amount 8o pad in settlement, from the responde nis. 


Held, that the respondents were liable. 
m of Court of Appeal (Moulton, L.J., dissenting) (reported 


De 
1910, 2 K. B. 1003) reversed and appt al allowed with costs. 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (reported 1910, 2 K. B. 
1003), reversing (Moulton, L.J., dissenting) a decision of Bray, J., on 
a special case. The appellants and the respondents in this case were 
corn and seed merchants, and the dispute arose from the purchase by 
the appellants from the respondents in February, 1906, of a quantity 
of seed known as ‘‘ common English ”’ sainfoin. ‘The seed actually 


delivered was what is known as “ giant ’’ sainfoin, and the appellants 
sought to recover from the respondents damages for breach of con 
tract. The appellants sold some of the seed to a purchaser, who subse 
quently discovered that the seed was “‘ giant ”’ sainfoin, and he claimed 
damages from the appellants for breach of warranty. The appellants 
settled the claim for £14, and having given notice to the respondents, 
claimed to recover this sum from them. The claim was referred to Mr 
R. B. D. Acland, K.C., who stated his award in the form of a special 
case and left for the opinion of the court the question whether upon 
the facts found and set out by him the appellants were or were not 
the respondents. The special case came 


entitled to recover against i 
before Bray, J., who answered the question in the affirmative. rhe 
sold note was in the following terms: ‘‘ old to [the claimants) on 


conditions printed at back, ab. 274 quarters sainfoin, 40s. x Walker 
common English) x Alves cot. .’ On the back was printed 
the following condition : ‘‘ Sellers give no warranty express or implied 
as to growth, description or any other, and they shall not be held to 
guarantee or warrant the fitness for any particular purpose of any grain, 
seed, flour, cake or any other article sold by them, or its freedom from 


injurious quality or from latent defect.’’ ae 
Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the decision of the majority of 
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the Court of Appeal should be reversed, said that two judges had been 
in favour of the appellants and two in favour of the respondents. 
There was therefore room for controversy. It was agreed on both sides 
that the contract was for the sale of common English sainfoin ; that the 
seed actually delivered, which was the same as sample, was not com 
mon English sainfoin, but was ‘‘ giant ’’ sainfoin, and that the two 
seeds were indistinguishable. The appellants had been threatened with 
actions by persons to whom they in good faith had resold the seed. 
They had settled one claim and they sought in this test case to be 
indemnified by the respondents from whom they had purchased. The 
question depended on the law found in the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. 
It was argued for the respondents that though the seller could not 
compel the buyer to take different goods from those which he agreed 
to purchase, yet the purchaser had no remedy if the goods were once 
accepted in the absence of fraud, and, further, that here the goods had 
been sold again by the appellants. He did not think that was the 
right view. In this case the mistake could not have been discovered 
by inspection, and if the seller wished to throw all the risk upon the 
buyer he must use clear and unmistakable language. He agreed with 
the opinion expressed by Moulton, L.J., that the respondents were 
liable. 

Lord AsHBouRNE said he entirely concurred in the judgment of 
Moulton, L.J. 

Lord ALVERSTONE, in agreeing, pointed out that before the passing 
of the Sale of Goods Act there had been much discussion on this and 
similar questions, but since the Act of 1893 the distinction had been 
recognised between condition and warranty. The buyer might treat a 
condition as a warranty and waive the condition. It was impossibl 
to imagine that there was no remedy. 

Lord SHaw also concurred. Appeal allowed with costs.—Counsrr, 
Shearman, K.C., and Herbert Smith, for the appellants; Atkin, K.C., 

id Cecil Walsh, for the respondents. Soticrtors, Rooke & Son, for 
Brain & Brain, Reading; Andrew Walsh, Gray, & Box. 


LReported by Ersxtne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


STEAMSHIP ‘‘SWANSEA VALE” (OWNERS OF) ». RICE AND 
ANOTHER. 5th May. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—-WoRKMEN’S COMPENSATION ARISING OUT Of 
AND IN THE CouRSE OF THE EMPLOYMENT—SEAMAN ON WATCH 
oN Deck Fatts Oversoarp—No Direct Evipence—Prop 
ABILITY THAT THE ACCIDENT AROSE OUT OF THE EMPLOYMENT—INFER 
ENCE TO BE DRAWN—WoRKMEN’S COMPENSATION Act, 1906, s. 1 (1). 
The chief officer of a steam vessel fell overboard between 7 and 8 

“im. ona fine morning at a time when he was on duty and in chary 
i the vessel on deck. No one saw him fall over, and what caused the 

lent was an unexplained mystery. Before 7 a.m., and during th 

watch, which commenced at 4 a.m., he had gone below complaining ol 

headache und giddiness, and had taken a dose of castor oil, but re 

turned to his duty on deck. 
Held, that as the accident happened while the man was actually 
on duty, there was some evidence that it 
in the course of” his Ye 


‘arose out of’ as well as 
herefore, the 
judge was justified on the balance of probability in drawing the in 
ference that the accident causing the death of the seaman arose out of, 

well as in the course of, his employment. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (Buckley, L..J., 
Mitchell v. Glamorganshire Coal Co. (Limited) (1907, 23 L. T. 
(reported 26 L. T. R. 276; 3 B. W. C. C. 152) affirmed. 

Appeal by the employers from a decision of the Court of Appeal 
(Buckley, L.J., dissenting) affirming an award of his honour judge 
Bryn Roberts in favour of the dependants sitting at the Swanse: 
County Court. The deceased man was chief officer of The Swaneea 
Vole. On the morning of the 30th June, 1909, he fell overboard 
between 7 and 8 a.m., the weather being quite fine, at a time when 
he was on duty and in charge of the vessel on deck. No one iv 
him fall overboard. Before 7 a.m., and during the watch, which com 
menced at 4 a.m., he had gone below to the captain’s cabin, saying 
he had a headache and felt giddy and was “ heaving.’’ He was given 
a dose of castor oil and went back to his watch on deck and set th 
1 to work. He was seen on deck up to 7 a.m. No one saw him 
fall overboard, but between 7 and 8 he was missed. Search was made 
throughout the ship, but Rice was never seen again. His dependants 
applied for compensation, and the county court judge held that the 

ise was indistinguishable from Bender v Steamship Zent (Owners of 

1909, 2 K. B. 41) and Marshall v. Steamship Wild Rose (Owners of) 
(1909, 2 K. B. 46), and he held that as Rice was the officer in charge of 
t vatch on deck at the time of the accident it arose out of, as well as 

the course of, his employment. The Court of Appeal by a majority 
The employers appealed. 


employment. county court 


dissenting) following 
R. 588 


met! 


iffirmed his decision 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed 
said that, although there was here no direct evidence as to how the 
accident, if it was an accident, happened, yet the court had knowledg« 
of certain things. Rice was on board his vessel at sea, and actually on 
duty when he went overboard. Obviously his falling overboard must 
have been an accident, since neither suicide nor murder was suggested 
The accident, therefore, arose in the course of his employment. The 
only question as to which there was any doubt was whether the 
accident arose also ‘‘ out of ’’ the employment. In his opinion, there 
was evidence here which afforded a foothold to decide that question one 


| appellants; D. Villiers Meager and PR. C. 





way or the other. He was sure that the county court judge was 
entitled to come to the decision that on the balance of probability the 
inference was that the accident did arise ‘‘ out of ’’ as well as ‘‘ in the 
course of ’’ his employment, and therefore the order of the Court of 
Appeal affirming that decision was right. 


Lords ASHBOURNE, ALVERSTONE, and SHAW oF DUNFERMLINE ex- 
pressed the same view. The appeal was therefore dismissed with 
costs. —CounseL, J. R. Atkin, K.C., and Lewis M. Richards, for the 
Ollivant, for the respondents. 
Soricrtors, Botterell & Roche, for William Coz, Swansea; J. 7’. Lewis, 
for Llewelyn Howell & Williams, 


Swansea. 


[Reported by Exsxtne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


FAUNTLEROY v, BEEBE. No. 2, 28th April. 


ADMINISTRATION—ORDER FOR SALE OF Rea EstateE—CoOnvVERSION. 


An absolute order for sale of real estate made within the jurisdiction 
of the court in an administration action operates as a conversion of such 
real estate into personalty from the date of the order. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Warrington, J. Chas. Faunt- 
leroy by his will, dated in September, 1872, directed payment of his 
debts and funeral and testamentary expenses out of his personal estate, 
not specifically bequeathed, and he devised and bequeathed his Bermond- 
sey estate and his residuary real and personal property upon trust to sell 
certain specified portions thereof, not including his Bermondsey estate, 
and out of the proceeds to pay his debts and funeral and testamentary 
expenses, and he directed that his trustees should stand possessed of 
his Bermondsey estate upon trust to pay thereout certain annuities to 
his children for a period of ten years, and ultimately upon trust for his 
four children equally. The testator died in October, 1872, leaving his 
four children him surviving. A suit was brought for the administration 
f his estate, and the usual administration decree was pronounced. In 
1882 a petition was presented in the administration suit by some of the 
children asking’ for the sale of the Bermondsey estate, and it being 


shown that the personal estate of the testator was insufficient to pay his 
debts and funeral and testamentary expenses and legacies, and that 
certain sums had been paid out of the rents and profits of the Ber 


mondsey estate, which were in fact payable out of the corpus, the court, 
by an order dated the 12th ot February, 1883, directed that the Ber 
ipprobation of the judge, free from 


the incumbrances of such of the incumbrances as should consent to a 


mondsey estate be sold, with the 


sale, and subject to the incumbrances of such as should not consent, and 
that the proceeds should be paid into court to the credit of the action. 
One of the four children of the testator was a married woman, Mary 
Davies, who died intestate without issue in 1887. Part of the estate 
had been sold at that date in pursuance of the order of 1883, but the 
rest was then,.and is now, still unsold. Upon a summons to vary the 
certificate of the master, the question was raised to whom the share of 
Mrs. Davies in this unsold real estate belonged. It was claimed, on the 
one hand, by Mr. C. T. Fauntleroy and Mrs. Greatrex, who claimed 
through Mrs. Davies’ husbafid, as her legal personal representative, and 
on the other by Mr. Simmons, who claimed through her heir-at-law, and 
who had been held entitled to the share by the master. Warrington, 
J., held that the persons claiming under Mrs Davies’ legal personal 
representative were entitled to the share. Simmons appealed. 


Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktey and Kennepy, 
ade 


I 
J.) dismissed the appeal. 


I 
Cozens-Harpvy, M.R.—-This appeal raises a question which was pre 
sented to us as one of difficulty ind importance The point may be 
shortly stated thus : An order is made by a court within its jurisdic 
tion ordering a sale of certain property in which A, B, and C are 
interested in equal shares. sefore the sale takes place A dies intestate. 
Is A’s one-third share real estate or personal estate? In my opinion it 
is person il estate. It is settled law that if a testator devised real estate 
to his trustees upon an absolute trust to sell and divide the proceeds 
between A. B. and C, it makes no matter that at the death of A the 
property was not sold. A’s only right in the view of a court of equity 
is to have one-third of the monies produced by a sale. It makes no 
difference that there may be a power to postpone the sale, or whether 
A dies immediately after the testator, or some years after, but before 
the property is sold. In that case it cannot be disputed that A's 
personal representative takes his share. What difference is there in 
point of principle if you have not a testator who imposes a trust, but 
a court which, in the presence of A, B, and C, makes an absolute 
order that the property be sold? Exactly the same result must follow : 
from that moment of time the interests of A, B, and C are interests 
on'y in the money to be produced by the sale ordered by the court. I 
should, therefore, even if there had been no authority on this point, 
have come to the conclusion that the decision of Warrington, J., was 
right, but this is not a case which we ought to decide on strict grounds 
of principle, for it is of the last importance in dealing with titles to 
land to have regard to long-standing decisions. In 1874 Hall, V.C., in 
Arnold vy. Dixon (L. R. 19, Eq. 113), in terms decided this very point. 
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That 


1884, in //yett Veakin (25 Ch. D. 735 nd he gave a long judg 
ment n which t point was dealt with In 1908 abso 
lutely the san | t was decided by Eve. J., in Re Dod Yates 
Morton (19 Ch. € Even if I had any doubt, which I } 
to th ! cle I should hesitate long be 
' i ild tend ft pair the authority of 
| I loubt many people | ted during the 
t irt ur I py n t be dismissed 
Buckiey, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect 
Kennepy, L..J irred Counsen. //. Terrell, K.C.. and W. 77 
( er; ¢ e, Kf 1 4/. f Wright Soticirors, Henry Gover d 
Edmund W l Oliver d Son : 
(Reported by J. I. Srinitvo, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


T. LOGAN (LIM.) vr. DAVIS AND OTHERS. 
5th May 


Warrington, J. 


COMPANY Dire ARTICLES OF ASSOCTATION CONSTRUCTION 
APPOINTMENT OF MANAGI Direcror-——ContTRroLt OF MANAGEMENT BY 
ComMPANY IN GENERAL MEETING 
head { f j y were ¢ 1 l hy th 901) article of 

tion to ani / y di tor. and by the 113th article to 
7mry th } / f be ‘ hth npany, hject to auch 
gulations aa 4 At he p rihed by t ipany im gel l meeting 

The directors ppowml their number / naging director, con 

rary to the wia/l j fy i the harcholder who ata qene ral 
eting ¢ ried y lut that another should be app nted 
Hleld. that the ) ni / /amanaeg y director wa lin the 

directora, and we itaide the provision f article 113 
This was a motion by the plaintiffs, the majority of the shareholders 

fa company, for an injunction to restrain the directors trom acting upoy; 

n agreement entered into by them for the appointment of a managing 
director of the compat TI mpany was incorporated in 1903, and 
e of the director I. Logan, was appointed managing director for 
nt vears (On the expirat n of that per vd, i general meeting was 
1 by the sharel I 1 a resolution w irried that he be reay 
pointed. ‘T) board of director h ever, entered into an agreement 
th the detend t Salt | him mar r director i tl com 
beau for a period he I I ! fs, therefor ! ed for 
' injunet t pr t! ! nent tr beir carried 1 I) 
th articl ! t rt mmpany pr led that the board should 
ippoint one or more of their number as managing director, either for a 
fixed term or for a penod witl it limitat ind trom time to time 
remove him and ay nt Article 115 provided that the board 
should have the general tr f the busine f tl mpany, ‘‘ sub 

t to such regulat he 7 hed by th mpat reneral 
meeting Art 14 ef ‘ i th ! rs t ppoint managers 
flicers, fix salar & ‘ I to ract r agreements, seal and 

‘ ute agreements 
WARRINGT J rse of | id t, said : This e turns 
the 1¢8 ‘ ! | t not de ted t tl 

board of dire rs t par r dut fap} i mar ig director 

I I the board 1 to exer er until it taker 

r 8 His Iship 
| t do the rds 
t 1 ! ’ hed | pany 
f t f 1} I rt J In t 
fs ( / j Sor i JOURNA 
1909 ( | Ld St J l ry 
tr t ! hetw n the share 

} rs and the com] | I en eacl lual shareholder and 

ever ther d cited Buckl L.J., in Gr hone and Typewriter 

(Limited ‘/ ley (1908 >K.B iM at court decided not long 

since in Auf / Nel fh td 1 Filter. a (‘uninghame (1906. 

>} 4 hat eve ir n of a numeri majority at a general 

meet f the company cat t impose \ n the directors wher 
he articles have confided t m the control of the companv’s affairs 

The directors are 1 ervants. t obe lirectior given by the share 

holders as individual they are not agents appointed by and bound to 

erve the shareholder is their principal rt} ire persons who may 
by the re gulations be entrusted with tl mtrol of the busin« s, and if 

entrusted they can be dis aed from that control only bv the 
statutory majority which can alter the articles I think that here the 
directors have absolute discretion to appoint re f their number 

Article 113 relates, not to matters already placed under the directors’ 
trol, but to the general n ment of the business of the company 
s to which the company have the right to direct the directors by general 

meeting. There is no necessity to read article 99 in any other than the 

natural way, as meaning that the thing specified is to be done by the 
directors. This article, it is true, only refers to the appointment. but 
irticle 114 gives wer ft fix salaries for all officers, and to make con 
tracts. These powers of the directors can only be altered by special 

re ition This motion a rdinglv fails COUNSPFI HW. OTs rrell, K.C 

d Maddocks, for the plaintiffs: G. Care. K.( and augham :- 


M 


Tyrrell, for the defendants Maddocks 
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& Colson, for 
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was thirty six years ago The matter came before Kay, J., in Maddocks & 
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Mdy i3; roti 


Coventry ; Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., for Wright, 
H. Tyrrell d: Son, for C. H. Passmar ny 


Ogden, 
‘o., Leamington ; 


Hassall, a ¢ 


Leamington 





Reported by R. C. Carnrixec7on, Barrist-r-at-Law.! 





AMALGAMATED SOCIETY OF ENGINEERS AND OTHERS, 
Parker, J. 27th April. 







Crave Unton—Rvutes—Voiuntary Levy—PaRLIAMENTARY AND Meni 
cipAL,  ReprReseNTATION—PARLIAMENTARY FuND—INJUNCTION 
1 rule f a trade union whi h purp rf fo confer on the ul 
} fol / ntributions from members for the election or ij} 
f labour 7 presentatives on municipal or other local authoritic t 
includ ig board f guardians and to raise a parliamentary fund 
n lid 


By certain of its rules the branches of the defendant society, a track 


union, registered under the Trades Union Act, 1871, and the Trades 
Union (Amendment) Act, 1876, were empowered to make a levy on it 
members for the election or support of labour representatives on local 
pul bodies, and the executive council of the society wer: 


empowered to consult members on the propriety of raising or replenis! 

ng (infer alia) a parliamentary fund, as well as to make grants fr 
to time, according to their discretion, and also 

give effect 


such fund from time 
to take such steps as they should deem to be necessary to 
to the principle of parliamentary representation, and to provide f1 

the parliamentary fund a sum of money for the maintenance of repr 
The power to levy compulsory contributions from member 
f securing parliamentary representation having bee 


sentatives 








lor the purpose o 

declared u/tra vires and ill gal by the decision of the House of Lords 
in the case of Osborne v. Amalqamated Socte ty of Railway Servants 
(1910, A. C. 87), the defendant society instituted a system of voluntary 
levies. This system of voluntary levies consisted in requiring a sub 
scription from every member of the society who did not object, in 
writing, to the payment of such subscription, and there was evider 
to the effect that any member so objecting was not required to | 
ind did not, as a consequence of such non-payment, lose his benefits 
he so« lety John W ilson, a Glasgow me mber of the de fendant societ 
who alleged that he had not received any notice that objections could 


e such notice in writing, but refused to make the 
charged to arrears by the secretary of the 
rdance with instructions received from t} 


be made, did not giv 


ayments, which were 


plaintiff's branch, in ace 





general secretary of the society, and these arrears were deducted from 

his benefits. The plaintiff thereupon brought this action for the purpos« 

f determining the iegality or otherwise of such contributions 
PARKER J.. said I think it is reasonably clear, and, as a matter t 


fact, I do not think it is disputed by counsel for the defendant trad 
union, that this case is within the decision of the Court of Appeal 

he House of Lords in the case of Oshorne vy. Amalgamated Societ 
Railway Servants. It follows from this that, at any rate, those por 
tions of the rules of the society which purport to authorise the societ 
to levy moneys, and to apply moneys for securing parliamentary repr 
sentation, are ulfra rtres, and the plaintiff in the action asks for a 


declaration to that effect After the decision in the Osborne case t! 
present defendants, the trade union, altered their practice with a vik 
ither, to ensuring that the moneys which they collected for their 


isIg¢ 
parliamentary fund should be rather in the nature of voluntary sub 
criptions than compulsory levies, and I am quite willing to accept 
he assurance of counsel that they acted bond fide in that matter ; | 
x matter of fact, it ippears to me to be reasonably clear, nd 
I do not think the defendants’ counsel really dispute the t 

hat the way they levied those subscriptions, in fact made them le 
f a compulsory rather than a voluntary nature, for instead of aski 
for s riptions they notified the members that the subscript 

ld be charged to them unless they dissented, and dissented it 
irticular form, which negatived collective action between the various 
nembers of the society, and, unless they objected in a particular 
hey were charged in their books with the parliamentary levy, 1 
withstanding it was said to be voluntary; and that parliamentar 


so charged, was set off against the 


evy, benefits to which they wer 
ntitled under the other rules; so that, in fact, unless they chose t 
bject in a particular manner, they were charged with the levy without | 


further, or, in fact, msent on their behalf. In my opinion, that 
mpuls« ry le vy, whatever may be said to the « mtrary, and 


the 


any ¢ 
is really a ce 
that being so, it appears to me the plaintiff is entitled not only to 


leclaration, but to the consequent injunction which was granted i 
the case of Osborne v. The Amalgamated Socie ty of Railway Servant 
In my opinion, therefore, the proper order for me to make now is a! 
order following as far as possible mutatis mutandis the terms of the 


Osborne judgment. The Osborne judgment form, however, is confined 
to parliamentary representation and parliamentary funds, whereas 

this case there power, or a purported power, for the 
levy moneys for the purpose of securing municipal representation, 
other local It appears to me that 
argument in the Osborne case, which related to parliamentary repré 
sentation, is really applicable to municipal representation on local 
government authorities also, and I think, having regard to that, I 
should also declare the rules invalid so far as they relate to securing 
municipal representation on other local boards, not including boards of 
His lordship, therefore, gave judgment for the plaintiff 
for (1) a declaration that the rules, so far as they purported to give 
power to the branches of the defendant society to make a levy on 


is society f 


representation on bodies ever 
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their members for the election or support of labour representatives 
on municipal and other local government authorities (not including 
boards of guardians), and so far as they purported to authorise the 
raising and replenishing of a parliamentary fund, and the making of 
grants from such fund, are invalid, and not binding on the plaintiff 
and other members of the society; and (2) an injunction restraining 
the defendant society from levying money from the plaintiff and other 
members of the society for, and applying the money of the society to 
any of the said purposes.—CounseEL, Spencer Bower, K.C., and Stuart 
Bevan; Buckmaster, K.C.; Ellis J. Griffith, K.C., and H. (. Daven 
port. Sovicrrors, C. T. Wilkinson; Mills, Lockyer, & Mills. 


[Reported by F. Baices, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SIR 8. M. MARYON-WILSONS ESTATE. Eve, J. 3rd May. 


TrusteEs—INVESTMENT—PoweR TO INVEsT IN SecuRITIES OF BriTIsH 
Cotony or Derpenpency—Province or Canapa—‘* Cotony ’ 
CotontaL Stock Acts, 1877 ro 1900—Inrerpretation Act, 1889, s 
18 (3). 

1 power for frustees toa cap fol m neys im any stock o7 

f any British ¢ dony or dep nilency does not justify the 


stock issued by one of the 
the 


mvest 


securities 
provinces 


purpo #2 i} 


trustees in investing in the 
the Domini moored canada. 


tment a colony or de pe ndency. 


Such a province not for 


trustees of the 


his was an adjourned summons taken out by the 
determined 


ill of the late Sir S. M. Maryon Wilson, to have it 
hether the applicants were justified in investing capital moneys aris 

under the Settled Land Acts in stock issued by the provinces o 
Scotia, Ontario, Quebec, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and British 
Columbia, in the dominion of Canada. The testator, who died in 
December, 1897, authorized his trustees to invest ‘‘in the stock o1 
securities not payable to bearer of the Government of India for the 
time being, or of any British colony or dependency.”’ The Colonial 
Stock Acts, 1877, 1892, and 1900, were referred to. 

Eve, J. sy his will the testator authorized his trustees to invest in 
any stocks or securities of any British colony or dependency. The 
tenant for life is desirous of investing in the stock issued by some 
of the provinces of the dominion of Canada, and the trustees are 
willing to make the investments if they have power to do so. The 
whole question 1s whether the stock issued by the provinces of Canada 
are stocks of a British colony or dependency. It is said that each 
province is a colony or dependency, preferably a colony. They ar 
treated as colonies by the Colonial Stock Act, 1877, and for the pur 
poses of that Act it is clear that they are colonies. It is further said 
that the true interpretation of the term is to be found in section 18 (3 
of the Interpretation Act, 1889, which says that all parts of a dominion 
under a central legislature shall be deemed to be one colony. On the 
other hand, it is contended that those definitions are not necessarily 
imported into the investment clause of a will. The expression 

colony *’ is a term of some antiquity, and I think it must be read with 
reference to what was meant by a colony long before the Acts referred 
to were passed. I think colony or dependency means the aggregation 
of the provinces, and cannot in this will mean the individual pro 
vinces which go to make up the dominion of Canada. I think, there 
fore, the trustees have no power to invest in the stocks in question 
Leeke; Cann. Soricrrors, May, How, & Chilver. 


{Reported by 8S. E. Witttams, Barrister-at Law.] 


Nova 


CoUNSEL, . 


Eve, J. 2nd May. 


Re MACNAMABA’S ESTATE. 


Witt—Construction—ConDITION—BEQUEST FOR AUGMENTATION OF 
Benerice—Not to BE Hetp 1n PiuraLtiry—Union or Benerices. 
Where there is a bequest to a henefice on condition that it shall 


never be held in plurality, the condition is not broken by the union oj 


the benefice with another benefice under an Order in Council. 


sy his will the testator, who died in January, 1910, after appointing 
executors and trustees, of whom the plaintiff was the sole survivor 
bequeathed £1,000 to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners as an aug 
mentation fund for the rectory of Kingston, in the Isle of Wight, upon 
condition that the said benefice or rectory should never be held in 
plurality by any neighbouring clergyman. At the date of the 
testator’s death the rectory was a separate benefice, but formal steps 
had been taken for its union with another rectory and another vicarage, 
which were in the same patronage, and an incumbent was appointed of 
those three benefices united by an Order in Council of the 28th of 
November, 1910. This was a summons, asking whether the condition 
in the will was operative to determine the trusts of the £1,000 chari 
table legacy. It was argued that the three benefices were held in 
plurality in the wider sense of the term, and Lord Elcho v. Andrews 
(1910. 1 Ch. 706, 711) was cited. The Pluralities Act, 1838, and the 


definition of pluralities in Godolphin’s Reportorium Canonicum were 
also referred to. 

Eve, J.—By his will the testator bequeathed £1,000 to the Ecclesi 
istical Commissioners as an augmentation fund for the benefice of 


Kingston. in the Isle of Wight, but he made it on condition that the 
benefice should never be held in plurality by any neighbouring incum 
bent. The question is, what is the meaning of that condition’ It 
seems that the object of the bequest was to increase the stipend of the 


incumbent. I think I am bound to construe the condition, not accord 





| 


ing to preconceived notions, but according to the words used, and 
according to their technical meaning. The definition given of plurality 
is the holding of two or more benefices concurrently by one person, and 
that one incumbent shall hold another benefice. Has 
the condition broken? I think not. The have been 
merged, and there are no longer two or more benefices, but one united 
Therefore, there is no holding in plurality in the sense in 
testator used the expression, and the defeasance not having 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners take the bequest as an aug 
fund for the united CounseL, Maw; Ashworth 


it presupposes 
been benefices 
benefice. 

which the 
irisen, the 


mentation benefice. 


James; D. Pollock; Sargant. Soricrrors, Clarkson & Co., for Damant 
& Sov Cowes; Markby, Stewart, & Co.; Milles, Jennings-White, 
Fost The Treasury Solicitor 


[Reported by 8. E. Witt1ams, Basrister-at-Law.} 


Re SPURGE. CULVER v. COLLETT. Eve, J. 3rd May. 
LicENSING Law—CoMPENSATION FOR NON-RENEWAL oF Licencek—DeEvise 
or Licenskp PrRemises—Berquest or Bustness—Ricut or LEGATEE OF 


Business TO PARTICIPATE IN COMPENSATION—LICENSING Act, 1904. 

Where the owner f licensed premises devises them to A, and 
bequee the the business there carried on to B. and the business is discon 
finued hefore « mpensation 18 a ded for non-renewal of the licence, 


B. has no claim to participate in the compensation, 

his was an adjourned summons, asking who were entitled to a sum 
f £1,448 under the Licensing Act, 1904, upon 
the refusal to renew the existing Che owner of the premises, 
who died in 1887, by his will gave all4his property to his wife for life, 
and after her death he devised to his son William Spurge his copyhold 
known as the Star and Garter beerhouse, at Twickenham, and 
including his trade or business of a 
retailer of beer, to his sons William and George in equal shares. Both 
the sons had died. The plaintiff was the legal personal representative 
f George, and the second defendant was customary heir of William, and 
therefore owner of the premises The widow survived the testator, and 
for some years continued the business, but in September, 1897, she 
demised the premises for twenty-one years, and died in 1907. In 1910 
the renewal of the licence was refused, and £2,500 was awarded as com 
which £1,482 was awarded to the copyholder, and this 
to determine who were entitled to the latter 


32 awarded as compensatio 


nicence, 


premises, 


he gave the residue of his estate, 


pensation, of 
summons was taken out 
sum. 

Eve, J.—The plaintiff's claim to participate in the sum in question i 
based on the contention that the reversionary interest to which this part 
£ the compensation was apportioned was made up of two elements ; 
and, secondly, the reversion in the 
goodwill of the bueiness, and moiety of so much of the sum 
respect of the reversionary interest as is properly attri 
yoodwill element belongs to the estate 
if the son George as one of the two residuary legatees. On the oth 
hand, it is urged that the element in respect of which the plaintiff 
makes her claim had ceased to exiet long before the refusal to renew, 
ind that, even if it existed, the Court has no materials from which ts 
onclude ‘that the element in question was provided for in the com 
pensation awarded to the copyholder, and not, as would seem more 
in the amount awarded to the licensee. Let me first conside: 
the estate of George had in 1910 any continuing interest in 
Under the will no obligation was impesed on the widow 
to continue the business, apd she did in fact discontinue it when she 
let the premises in 1897. Since that time the business has not been 
the business of the testator, but the business of the lessees and their 
The rent may to some extent have repreeented an increased 
premises already having attached to them an 
date of the Jease; but this point is not 
compensation payable to the revereioner 
because it still remains payable in 
is the obligation to continue 


first, the reversion in the house, 
that a 
iwarded in 


butable to what I may call the 


natural, 
whether 
the business 


tenants 
payment due to the 
established business at the 
material, as no part of the 
s awarded in respect of the rent, 
full during the residue of the term. It 


| this payment which largely enters into the determination of the com 


pensation apportioned to the lesseee. The result is that the compensa 


tion payable !to the reversioner is based 
it the expiry of the lease between the premises with the licence and the 
premises without it. Now, had the licence been continued and the 
lease come to an end, would George have had any interest in the pre 
the goodwill? I do not think he would—certainly not in the 
Iwill that would in part be attached 


upon the difference in value 


mises O1 
premises, and as regards the gor 


to the premises and in’ part to the individual who was carrying it on 
vhen the lease expired. It ould, I think, be IM por ible to hold, under 
such circumetances, that there was anything subsisting on the expiry 


attributable to the testator’s busine . which, in fact, was 
when the term commenced. The withdrawal of the 
T compeneation is, of course, only the substitu 


f the term 

discontinued 

licence and the payme nt o 

tion of one kind of prope rty 
| 


for another; and unless it can be shewn 
that George } had some 


would hav ontinuing interest in the premises 


or the business on the expiry of the lease had matters continued 
they were down to 1910, no claim on his part to participate in th 
. essfully asserted. As I have already indi 


ompeneation can be suc ; ; . : 
cated. I do not think he had any continuing interest after ‘the leare 


was granted, and I think, therefore, that the claim put forward on 
behalf of his estate to share in the compensation fund fails. —CouNSEL. 
Howard Wright; Mulligan; VU. Shearman Souictrors, Pattinson & 
Brewer; Charles Robinson d Co.; J. M. Haalip. 

[Reported by 8. E. Witttams, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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WILLIAMS v. JONES. Eve, J. 4th May. 
REALISATION or SecuRITY—SuRPLus— 
REDEMPTION ACTION— 





Morrcace—Mortcacer’s Costs 
AcTION ror AccouNT—ACTION IN NATURE OF 
Misconpuct—DI1scretion or Court 

’ entitled by contract to the costa prope rly 

ion action doea not apply to an action for account 

atter he has realised his 


(23 Beav. 555) and Charles 1 





security by gale 
Jones (35 Ch. D. 544) 


aqatinat the n rtq 
Tanner v. Heard 
followed 
This was an action by a mortgagor for an a of moneys in the 
hands of the mortgagee after realising his security, but the only ques 
sts of the action. The facts are sufficiently 


count 


tion raised was as to the 


stated in the judgment 


Eve, J.—The plaintiff is the successor in title of a mortgagor, the 
defendants are the legal personal representatives of the mortgagee. In 
June, 1909, the mortgagee realised his security for a sum more than 


sufficient to satisfy the mortgage debt, interest, and costs Before 
action he delivered to the plaintiff a statement by which he admitted 
having in hand for the plaintiff a sum of £103 or thereabouts. The 


plaintiff refused to accept such statement as a just account, and 
claimed that on a proper account being taken the surplus in the hands 
of the mortgagee would be shewn to be largely in excess of the £103 
In September 1909. the plaintiff issued a writ in the King’s Bench 
Division against the defendant, whereby s! iimed the sum which 
she alleged to be in the defendant's hands for her use« On the 12th 
of October the action transferred to the Chancery Division, and 
the writ was so amended as to be converted into a claim by the 


int taken. On the 26th of October an order was 


plaintiff to ha e an act 


made under ord. 15, r. 1, whereby the account was ordered to be taken 
and further consideration was adjourned Che result of the account, as 
appears by the ertificate is to increase the b nee in the hands of 
the defendants from £103 to £199 This increase has been brought 
ibout by the disall e as ayvainst the mortgagor of certain costs 

th VI h the mortgagee sought to charge him The wtion now 
con for further leration, and each part iming to recover 
costs against the other, two questions have been argued before me 
one a question ¢ f general importance whether this is an action in which 
the mortgagee is entitled as of right to his costs, unless he has for 


feited them by some improper defence or other misconduct, or whether 
it is an action in which the incidence of costs is in the 
the court The second question relates to the manner in which the 
vuught to be exercised, On behalf of the 
yntended that the action is in substance a redemption 
action, or partakes so largely of the character of 
to involve the application in the matter of costs of the well-settled rule 
applic able to redemption actions That rule is stated definitely and ex 
plicitly by Lord Selborne in Cotterell v. Stratton (8 Ch., at p 302), and 
plaintiff repudiates the suggestion that 
in which the cestui que 


discretion of 
discretion ¢ assuming it to exist 
mortgagee, it 18 c 
a redemption action as 


cannot be questi ned But the 
this is a redemption action, and says it 18 one 
fruat is asserting, and the trustee is denying, the existence of a trust 
fund in the hands of the trustee, an action brought in circumstances 
more analogous to the circumstances of redemption action after an 
adequate tender to the mortgagee than to the circumstances of an ordi 
nary redemption action, where there has been no tender. In arriving 
at the conclusion that of these two contentions, that put forward by 
the plaintiff ought to prevail, I am largely influenced by the decisions in 
Charles v. Jonea (35 Ch. D. 544) and T'anner v. Heard (23 Beav. 555), 
better reported in 3 Jur. N. 8S. 427 The latter was a case in which 
the first mortgagee, sold the property, asserted that the proceeds 
of sale were insufficient to pay the principal, 
therefore, that he had no moneys in hand for which he was accountable 
to the second mortgagee The latter brought an action for account, and 
it being certified that there was a sum of over £100 in the hands of 
the first mortgagee, tor wil h he was liable, the 
further ce 


was fully 


having 
interest, and costs, and, 


action came on for 


nsideration ind the question of who should bear the costs 
discussed It is quite obvious from the judgment of Sit 


John Romilly that he declined to treat the action as a redemption action 
or as one to which the rule is to costs in a redemption action 
was applicable And I think it was on the same reasoning that the 


y in Charles v. Jones (35 Ch. D. 544) was founded 
It is true that in that case the increase in the amount certified to be 
due from the mortgagee over the amount he admitted to have in hand 
may have been, and probably was, attributable to rents and profits 
received by the mortgagee when in possession, and that he must be 
taken to have known what his true receipts were, and in not accurately 

| of such misconduct as, 


disclosing 


judgment of Kay, J 


them may be said to have been guilty 
if the action had been one for redemption, would have deprived 
him of his right to st but I cannot find that Kay, J., puts his 
Indeed, I read the concluding words ot 
judgment on p. 549 as a repudiation by him of the 
suggestion made i behalf of the mortgagee that the action was in the 
nature of a redemption action, and therefore one to which the rul 
relied upon applied. I think, therefore, that an action for an account 
ifter he has realised his security by sale is n 

in action to which the rule stated by Lord Selborne applies, and that 
the sts of such an action are within the ordinary discretion of the 
( irt His lordship then pr weeded to consider how he ought to exer 
particular circumstances of this case. ] 

K.C., and Owen Thompson; Northcote 
& Gray, for Cousins & Botsford, Cardiff ; | 


rigment on those rounds 





igainst the mortgage 


cise his discretion in the 
Counset, P?. 0. Lawrence, 
Soricrrors, Bell, Brodrick, 


Field, Roscoe, & Co., for A. F. Hill, Cardiff 


(Reported by 8. E. Witttams, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
ELLIS v. BANYARD. Div. Court. 


NEGLIGENCE 
Open GATE 
PRIMA FACIE 


7th and 27th April. 
CatrLe StrayiInGc on TO Hicgnuway Unatrenpep—T nro 
FROM Fietp—No EvIpDENCE AS TO WHO OPENED Ga 
EvIpENCE or NEGLIGENCE—BURDEN OF PROOF. 

Cattle trayed from a field where the defendant, the occupier of t 
field, kept them, on to a highway, at or about 10.30 p.m., where the 
cen ned an accident to the plaintiff. In an action for damages th 
“12 nO ¢ lence ¢ to who was the person who opené d the qate, 
Horridge, J... held that on these facts there was prima facie evid 
of negligence n the part of the defendant 


t 


part of the defendant. There was no pre sumption that the fact 
the qate being open threw the burden upon the occupier of sheu 
that it was not open by his fault. 

Appeal from the county court. The plaintiff was a domest 
ervant The defendant kept 100 cows in a field which adj yined 
highway. A gate afforded cqmmunication between this field and 


highway. The plaintiff was riding a bicycle at 10.30 p.m. along t 
uhway. When she passed the gate it was open, ind she saw ‘ 
ws coming out of the field into the highway. She rode or | 


cows of the defendant, which had 
gate on to the highway, she fell from her bicycle and 

njured It pneared that the cows on the highway were the caus¢ 
he accident. The plaintiff brought an action in the county court f 
lamavge for me ence, and the negligence, she 


meeting more 


through the 


vi alleged, was 
ting of the cows from the field on to the highway, at this time 
ittended. No evidence was adduced to shew by whom the gate from 
he field had been opened On these facts the county court jud 
ld that as the defendant's gate was opened, and his cows had strayed 
t ugh it on to the road, and had caused the accident, there 
vidence of negligence on the part of the defendant, which it was fe 
m to disprove by showing that the gate was not left open by the 
negligence of himself or of his servants. He held that the defendant 
had not disproved the ise made by the plaintiff, and he gave jud 
ment for the plaintiff for £75. The defendant appealed. Cur. ad 
sult 
On the appeal Tue Court differed; accordingly 
Horrince, J., delivered judgment first as follows: In this case I 
regret that I cannot agree with the decision at which my brother ha 
e, in my opinion, this appeal should not be allowed. I 
he real question is whether or not there was any evidence of 
here on the part of the defendant. It is quite clear, from 
the authority of Higgins v. Searle (1909, 100 L. T. Rep. 280), that 
negligence the defendant in this case would not | 
liable, and therefore the only question for us is whether any | evider 
f negligence on his part was given before the county court judge. I! 
if at 10.30 p.m. the gate of this field in which the defendant 
vs was found to be open and the cows were straying thro 
t on to the highw iv, it is impossible to sav that there was no evider 
f negligence on the part of ‘the defendant. If that is so, then 
uestion becomes a pure question of fact whether unon the rest of t 
» the judge was satisfied that that primd far ie evidence of negliger 
mught not to be given effect to. The judge. in the shorthand note « 
his judgment, has used expreseions which, T think, put the onus t 
nuch upon the defendant: but I do not think we ought to scan t 
irefully the exact expressions used by him, if we are satisfied, as | 
personally. am, that. there being some evidence of negligence, he asked 
} ion: ** Ought T, in fact. to hold that the eviden 
I ought not to give effect to wl 
is prima facie evidence of negli rence 


rived, sin 
2.3 
think t 

} 
negligence 
the absence of 


my view 


mt } 
ep Is CO 


meelf this que 





en for the defendant is such that 
I think, in the first instance, g 
I think tl jud e did direct his mind to that point, ind he has four 
in fact, that 
In those circumstances, whether IT, personally, should have arrived 
the ime conclusion as the ivdge or not, I do not think that I 
nterfere with his dé That being so, in my opinion this appe 
hould be dismissed. 

Puittmore, J.—I regret to have to with my _ broth: 
Taking the judge’s note in this case, and not supplementing it wit! 
the shorthand note, i find that the way he directed himself was 
follows ‘*T held that, under the circumstances, the fact that tl 
lefendant’ gate was open and his cows had strayed into the re id 
hrough the open gate, and caused the accident to the plaintiff, afford 

idence of negligence, and it was for the defendant to displace t] 

lence by showing that the gate was not left oven by reason of ar 


there was negligence upon the part of the defenda 


ision. 


disagree 





negligence of the defendant or his servants, and, after hearing t 
whole evidence, I came to the conclusion that the defendant had 
lisplaced the primé facie case made out by the plaintiff.’’ Taking t 
tatement. I will say why I cannot agree with his view. It is neg 
ei upier of land adjacent to a highway to keep cattl 
field and to leave the gate open so that the cattle can stray, and 
by reason of their straying, damage is done to eomebe dy lawfully } 
eeding slong the highway, it would he open to th it person so d ma 
to maintain an action against the occupier of the field for the dan 
aused by his negligence, assuming that all the other links of the chair 
re properly established. It is negligence in an occupier to leave op 
the gate of a field in which there are, to his knowledge, cattle, if t! 


eT in an oc 


Phillimore, J., held that there was no evidence of negligence on the 


already passe: 
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gate borders on the highway. If somebody else has opened a gate 
and the period of time for which it is left open is long, and the cir 
cumstances of the occupation aresuch that persons are frequently 
passing through the gate, and the inconvenience of stopping to ehut th 
gate is very sinall, then it is the duty of the occupier to close the gat 
which somebody else has wrongfully opened. That is the extremi 
of the burden cast upon the oct upler. He mu t not, by himself o1 ni 
servant, open the gate and leave it open, and he must not, 1 he knows 





t\ 


that someone else has <« pened the gate, and it 1 asy to shut it, leave 
it open. Nor must he drive cattle into the field without seeing that 
the gate ie, or will be, properly closed. Negligence of the kind J 
have suggested must be proved in the same way as any other negligen 
The burden of proving it is upon the pr rting the neglige 
and he must give some evidence which will make it more probable that 
the leaving open of the gat« is due to the negligence of the occupie 


of the land, or of his servant, than to that of come third person 
There is no presumption that the gate being open throws the burdei 
upon the occupier of shewing that it is not open by his fault. It must 


be shewn that he, or his servant, opened the gate or left it open ; just 





in any other cace of negligence. If I were master of the situation 
I sh ild be of opinion, with some hesitation, that the proper 1 
mld be to send the ed ni 1 me but not ben o, the 
s nothing more to say than that. in my opinion, tl upp hould 1 
lowed, at least to the extent which I | dicated. I desire t 
dd that, in my opinion, if there w ! igen t part 
defendant, the accident wa ff tly t) ence { 
gligence, and that if the defendant esponsible for t 
being in the road, he was responsible f dat e sustained by t 
laintiff. As the court is divided, this appeal must be dismissed 


] 
Cot NSEL, for the plaintiff, BE. BR. Charl te the defendant. ¢ } 
Jones. Sovicrrors, Griffith & Gardiner; P. H. Bentley, for Albert H 
Symons, Romford. 

[Reported by C. G. Mornay, B ter-at-Law.] 


BRINSON v. DAVIES. Div. Cowt. 9th May. 


ComMission—Hovse put nto Hanps ot 
PERSON WILLING TO PURCHASE FOUND 


ConTRACT—SALE OF Hovst 
AN AGENT—SALE BY OWNER 
BY AGENT. 


Unless there iz a specifi agreement to the ntrary, the putting of e 





house into the hand f an agent for le not prevent the owner 
f the house from selling it himself to a P n not introduced by the 
pent, or from selling it th ugh r different yent le rdingly, u here 


a house ia put into the hand f aon agent f ale. and the agent find 
person w lling to purchase it, but who cannot } urchase it because the 
ld hy the owner, the agent is not entitled t 





ws already heen 
mmis wn. 

Appeal from Tredegai County Court. The facts and arguments 
appear from the judgment of 


Pickrorp, J., which was as follows In my opinion this appea 
must be dismissed This action was brought on a commission note 
viven by the defendant, the owner of certain licensed premises, to t 
plaint ff, a house and estate agent, wl n s in the following terms 

I hereby giee to ay you a omml ‘ of £1 per cent. upon the 
pur hase price of the Royal Oak Inn, Bedwas (Mo . if vou are su 
essful in introducing a purchaser of the said house and premises I 
do not see anything pe uliar in this mm on note; the contract was 
an ordinary employment of an estate agent to sell a house. [There wa 
an option note given at the same time whi h gave the plaintiff, or his 
nominee, an Of tion to pul haee th house thin a certain number of 
days. It is admitted that that option note does not affect the cas 
That was what the plaintiff's ounsel said, and he elected to contest 


ymmission note and on that alone. 


this case on the « In these circum 
stances it is unnecessary to consider the effect of the option note.) N 

vhat happened was this : On the 4th of October, 1910, there were some 
plaintiff made the defendant 


votiations between the parties, and the 
: , 


offer of £3,500 for the hou ting on behalf of a « 


ent whose nam 


refused to disclose The defendant ould have nothing to do wit! 
his offer, and the plaintiff went away nd said that he would con 
municate further with his client. On the same day the plaintiff saw 
Mr. Josiah Morgan, who, I will take it, said he was then willing to 


e £4,000 for the property. On the 6th of October, 1910, the plaintiff 
legraphed to the defendant that he was coming up that morning t 
ee him. On the platform of the railway station the plaintiff met the 
defendant, who at once said to him ‘** You are too late. I have sold 
house.”’ The defendant had, in fact, sold the house on the 4t} 

of October. On these facts the plaintiff claims his commission, on tl 
vund that he had found a purchaser for the premises in Mr. Josiah 
Morgan. I do not think the plaintiff had found a purchaser, for Mr 
de h Mor » never became a purchase! Before the repudiati 
the defendant of the plaintiff's authority Mr. Morgan did not ente: 


i ontr t bind under he Statute of Frauds Theref 











terms, the plaintiff did not find ’ 
4 person who was willing to become a pw 
is only prevented trom purca sing by the act of the defendant. I 
ll assume that Mr. Morgan was prepared to go through with th 
matter, pay the pur hase pri e, and assent to all the terms of tI 
onditions of sale. The question then arises, Was the act which pre 
vented Mr. Morgan from becoming a purchaser as between the plaintiff 
and the defendant a rightful or a wrongful act? If it was a wrongful 
act, that is, contrary to the terms of the contract between the plaintiff 
and the defendant—not wrongful in the sense of tortious—if it was 
ontrary to the térms of their contra then the plaintiff would be | 


x 


“T But he saVvs that he found 


user, and that this persor 





entitled to say I have done everything that I had to do under the 





ynti ind I have been pre ' by you from carrying it out, and 
pon the authori lL am entitled to commission.”’ If, 
n the ther hand, the defendan ict was one which he was entitled 
l | th me of t ract, then he is not responsible 
the fact that the pur ‘ by Mr. Josiah Morgan was not 
carried out In my view the defendant was entitled to do what he 
did on the 4th of October In my opinion, unless there is a specific 
iwreement to the contrary, the putting of a house into the hands of an 
le does not prevent e owner of the house from selling 
himself to a person not introduced by the agent, or from selling it 
rough different agent And if he does that before the relationship 
f dor r arises between himself and the person intro 
1 | ne that t does not find a purchaser, because 
r sold the use to a person to whom he has a 
I to sell it lo put it in ther way, in a contract of agency of 
this 1 ther in implied term that the owner of the house is at 
iberty to sell the house himself nd if by doing so he prevents the 
t from effecting a pul has by a client, the agent is not entitled to 
' ies he \ th 1 s only done that which he has a 
right do. For these rea ippeal must be dismissed 
I nu, J., delivered judgment to the same fect.—Counse., Sankey, 
K .¢ nd Jflert / Nmit ! ey K.¢ 1 / fou 
S ITO! NW 2. D ( (ith t Weldon, for A. J S 
/ i im, ¢ mor 
Rn rted (. G@. Moran, Bar ter-at- Law 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 
REX v. LARKINS. &thi May. 
ARRAIGNMENT 


Criminat LAw Verpicr or Unrir To PLEAD AND TAKE 





PriaL—INsanity—Derention purtnGc His Magsesty’s PLEASURE 
(AppEAL—CrimMInaAL AppraL A 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 23 
Vo appeal or application f leave to appeal lies to the Court of 
( lA l from the f tof a jury upon the issue that a 
} ne aqau t wih mea true l he heen | nd 4 “wo oarrat ynment 
insane nd unpt to plead and e his trial 
Tr} vas an application for leave to appeal against the verdict of a 
pon the issue that nment the applicant was insane and 
ble to plead and take |} ti Counsel for the ippheant ontended 
hat tt rds it ect dof Criminal Appeal Act, 1907 ‘@ person 
ted on lictment hould be read as widely possible. Fo 
the object of the Criminal Apps Act, 1907, wae to give an appeal to 
! ho In prisor t result of proceedings on indictment. 
In lex Vv. Treland (1910, 1 K. B. 660) Darling, J., said : ‘‘ Therefore 
yvords 4 ited” and ‘ tion ’ n sect n 3) are of no very 
pre S¢ meaning aman tr tf upon this ISStle may be mistried and 
iffer a miscarriage of just As to the language of Darling, J., in 
/ Jet n (1908, 72 J. P. 467 We wish to make it a ruling 
ft irt that no appeal lies under the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, 
dict of ju that a p ier is fit to plead and take his 
the ruling i hite, 1 does not apply to the converse caee. 
P rorp, J., delivered tl idgment of the court as follows: In 
e the appellant ndicted for publishing a defamatory libel. 
Some doubt having arisen to throw doubt upon his sanity, when he was 
brought up for t il. a ju empanelled to trv the issue whether the 
DI} int : fit to nh | 1 take } trial. and they found that he 
S ind unable to take his trial The usual order was made 
that the pplicant should | tained during hi Majesty pleasure, 
Now the ppli nt ishe t poly for leave to ippeal against that 
lict In orde to she that tl Court has jurisdiction, he has to 
brir himself within the w l f section 3 of the Criminal Appeal 
Act, 1907, which provides that b person convicted on indictment may 
ippeal under th Act tot ut of Criminal Appeal The question 
therefore hether t} n was convicted on lictment at all. 


He never ha indictment, or on the evidence and facts 


s been tried on tl 


to be put forward under the dictment ; the only issue that has been 
t d is that of whether t pplicant was fit to plead and take his 
il, nd the jurv have f I that he w not In our opinion, there 


the applicant cannot avail hireself 
( ninal Appeal Act, 1907 The appeal will he 
} Souicrror, The Registrar of the 


° ‘ ’ 
re. thi ‘ not a ol M ind 


: ng al Appeal 
{Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Societies. 
United Law Clerks’ Society. 
ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 
The seventy-ninth anniversary festival of the Unitel Law Clerks’ 
Society was held at tl Hot Cecil on Friday, the 5th inst., the 
Attor1 General in the } Among thore present were Sir George 


H. Lewis, Bart., Sir Chas. F. Brickdale, Mr. A. A. Hudson, K.C., Mr. 
R. B. D. Acland, K.¢ Mr. ©. M. Pollock, K.C.. M P., Mr. J. J. 
Parfitt, K.C., Mr. Ralph V. Bankes, K.C., Mr E. Lewis Themae, 
K.C., Mr. A. J. Walter, K.C Mr. Holman Gregor K.C., Mr. C. M. 
Bailhache, K.C., Mr. Seymour Bushe, K.C., Mr. D. C. Leck, Mr. P. 
tose-Innes, Mr. C. Doughty, Mr, E. Todd, Mr. R. B. Murphy, Mr. 
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G. W. Ricketts, Mr. Alexander Neilson, Mr. J. A. Hawke, Mr. J. H from the point of view of magnitude, but in regard to the beneficent 
Gray, Mr. Boydell H ht he Ho John Mansfield, Mr. E. W resul which would follow from it. It was difficult quite to gaug 
Ha Mr. A. Profur Mr. R. C. Cutter, Mr. W. O. Willis, Mr. } effect would be on the national welfare, but if they paused 
yr. mM. & r, Mr. M. E. H ell, Mr. Llewellyn Davies, Mr. M. , think what it would mean to have fourteen millions of people in 
Nickalls, Mr. R. M. M mer Mr. Barringt Ward, Mr. Sidney J. | nation safe for a sick benefit in case of illness or permanent disabilit 
Mont i Mr Ss. R D r Mi Be t Mor the Hon Harold sate til they reac hed the age at which they would be entitled to an 
fobs Mr. ¢ M. ¢ H ly, ! Hor Ss. O. Henn Collins, ld a pensiol they must recognise the benefit that would be 
Mr. R. J. J. Will Mr. Bour er Fk. H Mir. Mark M. Merri ferred by the State upon the community if the scheme were carried 
ma Mr. D A. H I Mir H R. Le Mr. C. M. Castle Mr Mr. Henry Spray (hon. treasurer) r« Sp nded on behalf of the socis 
John F. Ede Mr. I I. Ed i Mr. F. H. H He said he had had some fear that the Government scheme would } 
The lk lt ta } } en fr " I id noured he friendly societies, but he took it. from the speech of the Attorne 
t} ATTORNEY-CGENERAI I d tl st of t evening Pros- | General, that the societies would get a subvention from the State in 
perity to the United I Clerks’ Societ He said the s ty had | aid of the funds, and, as treasurer of the society, he was bound to 
existed r just uy irs dl it it t present moment elcome that most heartily The Attorney-General had said that the 
nm suct it i pr it might almost make seem, to | credit of the scheme belonged to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, but 
did t = o ary that it he thought that a great deal of credit was due to the principal law 
hewal ill be | t ! ety nad flicers of the Crown, who had been associated with the Chancellor of 
f d nv much tl ront. | the Exchequer He felt that the members of the society must study 
I} ty had It eeded upe the prit losely the scheme, and he thought they would give it the most hearty , 
| ! | t ippor He hoped the iety would benefit largely from the operat 
to t recipiel | nferred uy him tl reat f the scheme 
to \nd hid it f ! t-hely Mr. A. J. Water, K.C., proposed the toast of ‘‘ The Legal Pro 
but ! helped t ! ere not evel ‘ He said that in proposing the toast one thought first of th 
member I} | m d most fa irabl great pillars of the profession, those who had been fighting among 
] I l t 1 hel] hemselves ind ere no settling their disputes, and they felt that the 
but t fesit t | ! for reas r another | gy hody of English judges were carrying out the noble traditi 
might not I H iw from the } ded d to them from the past, doing Justice between man and 
report t ! peu t 1,44 t 1 that it tal man fearle and without favour, and after all that was the greatest 
I r 2 r But they re red it l raver tribute that could be paid to a judg Lord Mersey of Toxteth, an 
to help those their rule nad re I | familiar friend of the society, who had attended these meetings 
1eS1T heip thos tor e re f ft is to have responded, but unfortunately he was unable to be 
nother, either f é r might be through old age, wer present. The work of the bar was before the public, and they were 
in need of i} is ell ther friendly 8 les. | judged by that work Then there was the other branch, the working 
mtributed ver t t il prosperity Such societies were | brar f the profession, and last but not least there were the clerks 
natior I more they were ¢ raged, and the more | What would barristers or solicitors do without them? He had been in 
the flour d, the be d be for the n t large He rious parts of the world, and he could affirm that nowhere else were 
part r ple ' many of the members of the pr the relations of the profession and their clerks such as they were in 
I pre ! to do ut th ld t issist the this untr and the clerks were of the greatest assistance to their 
cause of t Pher % one an st them wh uuld | principals. He had talked with members of the other branch of the 
not be I to r ! ed his cler nd indeed to other | profession, and they had told him that it was only the conscientious, 
ler it i ny of tl present am hom |} true, d untiring labours of the clerks there that enabled their business 
had | l Ihe fte h regard t to f rried o1 
er t pro! bi Mr. BE. M. Potnock, K.C., M.P., responded for the bar. He said 
might be er pl t rh that is a very yvreat profession, a profession which was of English 
! | I} ! Par i it ' I d hich flourished in the particular form as it was known 
ether pendent ! Trom their cle r ! her country It was entirely independent of the State, and ' 
It s rather curioas ' it he si | find himself presiding | had its roots deep in our history and in our constitution, and its . 
at ner ! member friend! det bearil mind | members had an honest desire to do their best for all who sought their 
what had ta | t pre us eve the exp , F the | aid. Indeed, one of the remarkable facts about the profession was its 
hen 1 8 Ul is before House of Commons flexibility and its versatility It had great traditions to conserve, 
incl whiel Ked nd dis 1 in the press of the | great duties to perform, and he felt sure that its members were inspired 
foll da Hl | rat r difficult ¢ } or tl matter th desire to do their best on behalf of their clients. 
that re Ul would be be mil i me ' | Mr. Hotman Grecory. K.C., proposed the health of ‘‘ The Chair 
had t ' ! r pal hut t part shioning tl letail mat observing that he was deservedly the most popular man in tl 
th Fort from the recepti vi had been g | Tempk 
to th ! ' t He fr Comm ' rF its merits or | The ATTORNEY-GENERAL returned thanks 
demerits ht be ' ' ere assured, that it would be | Mr. J. J. Parritr, K.C., proposed the toast ‘‘ The Trustees and 
received er ' ' ll sect f the House ' | Honorary Stewards He observed that the funds of the society now 
knowled ( ! the Exchequer had spent a very gr umounted to £114,253. That was a large sum, but he hoped it would 
deal of tim er ul rie d to him al belonged the redit ! become larger 
concel And n ell be borne in mind that the mar Mr. Boukcurer F. Hawkstey (senior trustee) returned thanks, re 
who is resp ' for it s a member e profession ry) marking that it was gratifying that the Government scheme had been 
scheme had | re | by the House with a desire to make it a | received with so much satisfaction by the House of Commoiis He 
great national ! build it up 1 the securest foundations for irreed with what the Attorney General had said as to the assistance 
the 1 pros] t ! ! t by meat f the united « rt the scheme would be to societies such as this; but the soc iety could be 
of the pacities of t represent t reatest here ne the less lavish in their expenditure in support of those who 
that had ever | folded ial reform to any country in the required help in the profession, and it was most gratifying to know 
rid \ddressit " ' Iriendly 8 { ' utc TK that the help given was not confined to the members, bui was extended 
iy a few word it re f the friendly societies to the ‘ fiom a varicty of ‘causes, had not been able to join the 
heme r) fr d ‘ d nothing to fear Their f l RGR er 
uld rem ite touched, but t Triendly societies would be Mr. Rirenarp J. Newman (chairman of the acting stewards) an 
the machine be ! for the purpose of rl g out the scene unced subscriptions and donations to the amount of upwards of £600 
It would be r rest to become a member of I Mr. M. Nienotts proposed the toast of The Ladies.”’ ; 
Triendly or appr al . . e by that n ul ld get \lr \. P. Prorumo returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated 
the fullest benefit oh nder t nem Phe mame Che string band of the Seots Guards gave a programme of instru : 
woukl he paid by t vy r and tl State would help the n } ae . ' . , . =e ey ents 
. 4 |} mental music during dinner, and at dessert the musical arrangem 
who ved the f to § further benefits from tl vere under the direction of Mr. Alfred Smythson, the vocalists beir 
friendly s t it of the m 8 might themsel pay Let him Miss Kate Rooney, Miss Christine Bywdter, Mr. T. F. Kinniburgh, 
tuke the case ol 1s | ' say, 6d., 7d., or 84. premium ind Mr. Gwynne Davies. at the piano Mr Alfred Smythson. 
per week t et rder to et tl k he fit to which he , — : | 
1 be rie t | I ler tl ! her ild pay 4d ind - 
the rest of the n Se et eee ane Society of City and Borough Clerks of the Peace. 
Stat that | | th the differs n that 4 d 
nd the 6d | I | rmerly paid, t tribute to tl fr d The nineteenth annual meeting of this so rety was held at Maidstone 
cet led ror r ber ich tl (, ernme on the ard of May. Mr Day (Maidstone 9 president, in the chair 
heme did 1 I } I a let ild thus get the benef Numerous points of practice were discussed The following officers 
f further paymer d ld therefor njyoy greater prosperity were elected for the ensuing year :—President, Mr. Barker (Grimsby 
und equally ! ! , rge accretion to the number of its | vice-president, Mr. Stallard (Worcester) ; treasurer, Mr. Copson Peake 
members In no re any active interference with the | (Leeds); hon. secretary, Mr. Ogden (Manchester committee, Mr 
management of the friendly society, and, indeed, the ocleties would be Binney (Sheffield), Mr ; Brevitt (Wolverhampton), Mr. Duignan (Wal 
benefited, and would gain in strength and in popularity. He believed | sall), Mr. Harris (Nottingham), Mr. Routlidge (Pontefract), and Dr. 
this was the greatest scheme which the country had ever seen, not only | Woodhouse (Hull). 





















May 13, tgtt. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 55.] 503. 











Sclicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this 
association was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
on the 10th inst., Mr. Maurice A. Tweedie in the chair; the othe: 
directors present were Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), 8. P. B 
Bucknill, A. Davenport, H. Fulton (Salisbury), C. "Goddard, W. H 
Gray, J. R. B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), L. W. Nort 
Hickley, H.’J. Johneon, J. F. N. Lawrence, C. G. May, A. Copsoi 
Peake (Leeds), W. A. Sharpe, R. S Tay! v, R. W. Tweedie, W. M 
Walters, and Thos. Gill (secretary). A sum of £335 was distributed 
in grants of relief, thirty five new members were admitted, and othe 


general business was transacted. 





The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall on the 4th of May, Mr. F. W. Emery being in the chair 
The other directors present were Mr. Chandler, Mr. Gardiner, M1 
tichardson, Mr. Woodhouse, and Mr. A. H. Morton, for the secretary 
The sum of £65 was voted for the relief of several necessitous cases 
One life member and one annual subseriber were elected, and othe 
general business was transacted. 


Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION, BIARCH, 1911. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on th 
toll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committe: 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction 

First CLass 
(In the opinion of the committee the standard attained by the candi 
dates does not justify the issue of any First Class List.) 
Second CLAss. 
{In alphabetical order. ] 

Frank Shearme Harries, LL.B. (London), who served his clerkshiy 
with Mr. T. Baker Jones, of the firm of Messrs. Hornby & Baker 
Jones, of Newport, Mon. 

Howard Archibald Tucker, LL.B. (London), who served his clerkshi 

itt Mr S. W Page, of Wolverhai ptol and Messrs Finnis & 

ul her, of London : 

William Weiss, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert Osborn, of 
firm of Messrs. Osborn & Osborn, of London 


“ 


t 


TxHirD CLass 
[In alphabetical order 


Edward Bowles, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Erne 
Ferns, of Stockp rt. 

Louis Bernard Briercliffe, who served |} clerkship with Messrs 
Hulton, Son, & Harwood, of Bolton, and Messrs Tgirton, Yeates, & 
Hart. of London. 

John Conchar, LL.B. (London), who served his 
R. J. Sugden, of Bradford 

Basil Cozens-Hardy, B.A. (Oxon), wl rved his clerkship with Mr 
sydney Cozens-Hardy, of Norwich, and Messrs. Waterhouse & Co., of 
London 

David Francis Morgan, LL.B. (Londor who served his clerkshiy 
with Mr R C Mason, and Mr. W R. Wood, both of London 

James Thorougood Peet, LL.B. (Liverpool), who served his clerk 
ship with Mr. O. W. Owen, of the firm of Messrs. Lightbound, Ower 
& Maclver, of Liverpool. 

William Elmslie Wilkinson, who served his clerkship with Mr 
Thomas Howard Engall, and Mr. Albert Charles Crane, both of 
London 


The Council of the Law Society have awarded the following prize of 


cl rkship with Mr 


books : 
lo Mr. Harries, the John Mackrell prize, ilue about £9, and have 
iven class certificates to the candidates in the second and third classes 
Forty-six candidates gave notice for the examination. 
By order of the Council, 

S. P. B. Buckniy, Secretary. 


Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 5th May, 1911 


Calls to the Bar. 

rhe following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday 

Lincotn’s-1nn.—T. M. Chalmers (certificate of honour C.L.E. Easter 
1911), Balliol Coll., Oxford, B.A.; G. Stone (certificate of honour 
C.L.E. Easter, 1911), sometime scholar and prizeman of Gonville and 
Cais Coll., Camb., B.A., LL.B.; Sarojbhusan Ghosh (certificate of 
honour C.L.E., Easter, 1911), Calcutta Univ., B.A , B.L., a Vakil of 
the High Court; D. Shearme, Trin. Coll., Camb., B.A.: J. C 
Mackenzie, Exeter Coll., Oxford ; J. F. H. Harper, Oriel Coll., Oxford, 
Law School honours, B.A.; H. H. W. Lydall, Merton Coll . Oxford, 
B A.; Aroon Kumar Sinha, Worcester Coll., Oxford; J. F. Wilkes, 
rin. Coll., Camb., M.A.; Dhirendra Nath Roy, Wadham Coll., Ox 








| ford ; Mirza Abdul Karim Tabirkai, Punjab Univ., B.A. ; W. E. David 


Devis, Worcester Coll., Oxford, M.A.; W. Dhar, Christ's Coll., Camb. ; 
D. D. Robertson; P. G. E. Gide, Avocat & la Cour d’appel de Paris ; 


Udharam Bherumal Chandiramani; R. L. Campbell, Edin. Univ., 
M.A. ; J. A. Hughes, Univ. of Wales, B.A. ; Pirojsha Nasarvanji Daru 
don Univ. and Bombay Univ., B.A., LL.B. (a Vakil of the 


R Tempce.—B. L. A. O'Malley, B.A., Camb.; E. E. 8. B. 
Atherley-Jones, Oxford; W. G. G. Leveson-Gower, M.A., Oxford ; 
R. R. Mohan, B.A., Camb \. M. Lawson Johnston, B.A., Camb. ; 
W Vi. Heald, M.A., Camb.: S. M. Bose, B.A., Oxford; B. R 
Jackson, LL.B., Camb.; D. C. R. Stuart, B.A., LL.B., Camb.; J. F. 
Fastwood, B.A., Camb.; D. N. Campbell, B.A., Camb.; H. J. Fuller, 
B.A., Oxford; F. D. Livingstone, B.A., Camb. ; G. F. Dickinson, M.A., 
Camb. ; F. 8S. Thomson, B.A., Camb. ; E. W. Brightman, B.A., Camb. ; 
Worthington, B.A., Oxford; P. K. Hodgson, B.A., Oxford; J. 
rest : ford; V. Williams, B.A., Oxford; G. Grossmann 
>» A., Oxford; H. M. Woodhouse, B.A., Oxford; and J. C. Arnold, 
| > 


Mippre Tempie.—J. W. Potter, R. S. Graham, C. Corfield, M.R.C.S., 
R.C.P., Ebrahim Hashim Mooeajee, Jaykrishna Hiralal Majmudar, 
\ l h Malik, B.A., LL.B., Downing Coll., 
3.A., Clare Coll., Camb. ; Syed Jafer 


H n, G. G. Har k, C. F. Stevn, R. D. Thompson, M.A., Camb. ; 
J. P. Eddy, F. A. E. Broward, Jehangir 8S bii Khergamvala, B.A., 

LL.M., and A. F. Clements 
(FRAY INN Sheriar Nuss¢ inji Door ji, B.A., Fitzwilliam Hall 
B.A., Bombay U1 > J. R. T. Baboneaus Vishvanath Ganpat 


Car ° 

Dalvi, Foundation Scholar and B.A., St. John’s Coll., Camb., B.A., 

Bombay Univ.: Nai Chitra. Siamese Government Scholar: Mohamed 

len Moung Kyaw Htoon; V. St. C. Mackenzie, B.A., Trin. Coll., 

Dul . a member of the Irish Bar; S. McG. Grier, Resident in the 
tical Service of Northern Nigeria. 


Obituary. 
Mr. W. P. Gepp. 


The death is announced f Mr. Walter Payne Crepp, solicitor, of 
Ul met i it the age of ity three years. e was admitted in 
1867, and at the time of 1 leath was the head of the firm of Messra 
ty pp & Sol His firm ad oan extensive practice, and he held 

ume us offices. He was | ler-Sheriff for Essex, Rewistrar of the 
Archdea nr of St. All { hester, and Essex; clerk to the 
Committee of Visitors to t Kycex County Asylum, steward for Sit 


Henry Mildmay of the May Chelmsford, Moulsham, and Burn 


im, and clerk to the Foulness Sewers Commissioners. He had filled 
office of Mayor of Chelmsford, ind had been an officer of the 
Volunteers, a a alll 
Legal News. 
Appointments. 
\I I D. Suerpnerp, solicitor, of Penrith } beet ippointed a 
Comm ner for Oaths. M Shepherd " idmitted in February, 
1905, 


Mr. Sypney Prrv, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Pontifex, Pitt, & 
Johnson, of St. Andrew-street, London, has been appointed Clerk of 
the Armourers and Brazie1 Company, In succe ion to his late partner, 
Mr. Marshall’ Pontifex, v | held the office for ne irly fitty years. 





Information Required. 


RE MARGARET ELEANOR ARKWRIGHT, DECEASED 
Any person having in his possession or having recently prepared a 
Will of the late Miss Margaret Eleanor Arkwright, of 4, Sloane-square 

insions, London, S.W., is requested to communicate with the under 

ned, Thomas Eg r & C Winchester House Old Broad street, 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Henry Tuomas Seymour Crayton and Cnaries WiLson, solicitors 
! ‘lavte Son, & Wils 1, Warringt« tre Ashton-undet 
Lyne, and 10, Mareden-street, Manchester. March 1. The said Henry 


Thomas Seymour Clay continue to carry on business at the 
il e addresses, under the style or firm of John Clayton & Son; the 
ud Charles Wilson v | under his own name at 21, Delamert 


reet, Ashton-under-Ly 
Matrutas Tuomas Hoppinc, CHartes Pup Joni and ALBERT 
CiaRK, solicitors (Hodding, Jones, & Clark), St. Alban Dec. 31. So 
far as regards the said Charles Philip Jones, who retires from the firm ; 
t said Matthias Thomas Hodding and Albert Clark will continue the 
eaid business or firm of Hodding & Clarl} 


Joun Moxon and Frepericx J. Lean, solicitors (Moxon & Lean), 
Cardiff. April 30. [Gazette, May 6. 


under the styl 
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General. | later and abler voices on the damage which is done by the Declaration 














In the House of Commons, on the 8th inst.. Mr. A. Henderson | °° the interests of island powers, whether belligerent or neutral. Mr 
asked the S¢ l'reasur err oe mail alate La verton Harris, Mr. T. G. Bowles, Mr. Atherley Jones, K.C., and 
Sade Beam « | ee hana a tae atenh setae her dain Mir. Pickersgill, may be mentioned as, in greater or lesser degrees, im 

d inefl dea th the Estate Duty Office ek: whether | 2° ed by this very obvious consideration Here we are concerned 
} 4 ‘ ; | : der F view the discussion in dry light, divested of national prepossess) 
dut x6 a 1 up, wher And it d 8 appear, looking at the matter from this point of view, t 
f | d ’ { : eA on oll th neutral tand to lose all round. Che old certainty of safet 
(lene f Inland Reve: os SO eekdadiadl t5 thn alean _¢ | unless there is something wrong with your papers (or your cre 
estate dut esgmant a : ee 2 ted duel th, ne You must be prepared to justify every voyage in a court 
last tw et ‘ +} My 1] ‘a « Ne « ; ‘ | This is exactly what the old law of the sea did its best to a 

sve b re od to di or want of efficiency in the Betete Du I old jurists, with experience of maritime war, knew that confl 
On =o oom ents of death dat an t out unchecked. | Of. testimony in prize instances must ever be unsatisfactory I} 
Prior to 1908 a ‘ hiefly ithmetical. of } esament € if is mostiy written; witnesses must, otherwise be sumn I 
made in the Department of the A vabeme Ct ot Talend Mavens from the ends of the earth; cross-examination is impossible ; the « 
hut nee the n exnert  mose affentios be f o , is familiar with the language and the juridicial ideas of the part 
been established the Estate Duty Office. +] derable benefit, | Consequently, the principle was long since adopted, by all nations, t 
to the tevenue No net saving resulted duri the last two vears of t! ship must be condemned “out of her own mouth.” She n 
the former check. | } tial gain | 1 from the ¢ . be taken flegrant elict Certain broad, obvious tests 
of svstem ‘ blished wh it w fatal to transgress. Thus, destinati 

On the 4th inst the M hester Aastess se Wiese Tams to an enemy port, apparent on the ship's papers, or inferred from their 
ree heer “Wicca Sete ; é' Mechuaten. enti  aitadiad (suites non-correspot dence w ith he r course, was a sine qua non. Unless 
:ppeared ol weet ne ve Eg a destination, plain and obvious, existed, the ship was immune. ‘J 
i ae i , he Galen ' , oan effect of the Declarati m is to destroy this immunity. Whatever th: 

, : ome é Con | for the D r of Pul P) course whatever the cargo (with the exception of certain ra 

td +t] Sins ; eh ts tie 2 materials), the ship can be seized and brought to trial. It is useless 


appropriation of mone inder the will of Mrs. Sarah Maria E oh to reply that if she is wrongly seized she may ultimately get damag« 











f hich | . rustes | prisone admitted rl etl y he oug! satisfied. Practically, she will 1 
that in Ju 1907 randulentiy ennwerts sum of £500: in | Courts are fallible—espe when they do not understand your 
October, 1907, £200 and £100; and in February. 1908. £400. There | @"¢ f Damages, thoug ter than nothing, are seldom, indeed 
vere, however, payment ot edit of ti t by the prisone: satisfactory to plaintiff! might as well console the victim of 
and the ultimate re t was that there was _ f ‘approximately vickpocket by the reflection t the property in his watch is 1 
£449 due to the trust estate Within the past fi lave a am of £500 divested by the thief 
vas paid t the ren nit benefi iry ‘under t! trust havir been ; = ero 
eubscribed by friends of the prisoner.” The prisoner was al . iyonse “* Merlin on Interplead r in the High Court and County Courts. 
trustee under t ll of Samuel Birchenall Eveleigh. and | By S. P. J. Merlin, Barrister-at-Law. Price 6s. Butterworth & C 
May and June, 1910, he j ted to } © use rtiGcates Bell-yard, W.C. [Apvrt.] 
railway atock the regate to £744. The prison ——— = — 
entenced to fifteen months’ hard labour ; Royar Navan Cotiece, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
\ d ij ; Seni . “—— : entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 


es all a , , Become a Naval Officer’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Bene] S tek thems +} ' ; Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
I 


Judicat { oact f the ¢ H description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart 
+] ' bit ae 7s q a mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook 


street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 


Judiciary, and against all such attompte he thought he could pled The Property Mart. 
another d ‘ ted the Executive In recent years it had Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


been the habit of Parli t to delegate vet t | ers to Crovert May 15.—Mesera. H. E. Foster & Caanristp, at the Mari, at 2: Reversions, Stalls 
ment Department r} é é m wa to be found t} Life i 






‘ , &c. (see advert’sement, back page, this week). 

May 17 and 25.—Messra. Fasesaoruse, Evirs, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Residential and Building Estatss, Shop Properties, and Freehold Warehouse Premises 

a and Building Sites in Manchester (see advertisement, back page, April 8). 
He w one of Thos led that bad tem om May 17.— Mesars, Franx Joviy & James, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Shop Prop:rty 
ttended b ‘ ‘ dane For adm { wtion ‘ , and Residence (see adverticement, page vi, this week). 
May 18.—Mesers. Oakey, Fisser & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rente, 
- u Residences, &c. (see aivertisoment, page vi, this weok). 

ta . ‘ ‘ ' off pu Cer in t wot ree Trom t May 19.—Mesers. Exsis & Son, at the Mart, at2: Freehold Corner Residencs, ani 


May 24 —Mesars. Epwis Fox, Bovusrigcn, Burnerts, & Bappevey, at the Mort, 
at 2: Freehold Properties, Shops, Building Estates, &c. (see advertisement, page iii, 
. this week). ‘ 
eneral ould | ! bly and fi 1 political n eR May 24.—Mesere. Eowrxs Evaws & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Hall, Freehold Building 
Land, Houses, Factories, &c. (see advertisement, page v, May 6). 
I May 26.—Messrs. Hovason & Co., at 115, Chancery Lane, at 1: Law Books (see 
rie ft ( of th lL, . dated t bt! { advertisement, page vi, this week). 
March J The ( r ay tor a ' , May 20.—Messra Hawrrons & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Houses and Loasehold Invest- 
ment (ece advertisement, page 490, May 6). 
May 29.—Mr. Geo, C. Luck, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents (see adve 
aren 7 tisement, page vi, this week). 
ime propert ¢ ud ! tr ‘ make out his cl s throughout June 13.—Messrs. Norton, Tarst & Gitpert, at the Mart: Freehold Building Site, 
under the old system a tered | Schedule Il I} nsice how also letting of Building Site on Lease (see advertisement, page vi. this we sk). 
} , June 13.—Messra. Dengsnam, Tewson, Ricaarpsox, & Co, atthe Mart, at 2: Free 
E.: - hold Estate (see advertieement, back page, May 6). 
sonable that the solicitor, folowing Opi n No. 520, should June 13 and 14—Mesars. Enwrn Fox, Bousrigtp, Buawerrs, & B+sppetzy. and M 
ret the deducing ile to the vendor and one-half the investigati Wm. Hoverron, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents and Freehold Building 
| . Land (see advertisement, page v, this week). 
: | June 15.—Mesers. Eowiw Fox, Bousrietp, Buayerrs, & Barpecey, at 610 Mart, at 2: 
that R | / re | : , ver, Of | Freehold Building Site (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
Opinion i Lilie re il¢ imnnot " pl mad ‘ | cost on 
nected with the mortgage must be made out 1 item 1  excent 


of couret, an ragarde the nogstiotion foe, if aay ns have earned. Tis Court Papers. 


rolicitor acting for more than one party to # transaction is bound clearly | Supreme Court of Judicature. 
‘ | I " s respective clent a « ! he 4 ; ' that — 
5 . . a ; wan , ae coe ne | Rota or Reotsteargs ts ATTENDANCE Ow 
x. Megetaps Prenat ner es Hage paiseg dy wets owe As to the costs, at d | _— Exernoznoy Arrrat Covrgt Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
s arrangement all the clients should assent N.B Phe above ate. Rota. No, 2, Joven. Swinrew Eapy 
| Monday, May 152Mr Borrer Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Greswell 
| Tuesday ...+.+ 16 Leach Borrer Bloxam Bea 
} Wednesday ...... 17 Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 


the purchaser t lace with the leeds The ( ' ‘ howe 








Opinion is intended to supersede and to be in substitution for 
Opinion on the point published in the Gazette of February, 1910. 
Writing on the Declaration of London, the Law Magazine and Review | Thursday......... 18 Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
ys Completed in what must be illed a hurried session of twe Friday ..... oo Theed Bloxam Synge Farmer 
Saturday ......... 20 Charch Theed Goldschmidt Bloxam 


strange to prize vy, that a neut hant 2 , em. ° Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
if his } R. _ red 7 +] . ; : = ff} | = ntly protected Date. Wanrnrisoros. NEVILLE. Parker. Eve. 
Penge 5 ytraarti sergio eae iowever difficult may be to make | yonday, May 15 Mr Church Mr Leach Mr Theed Mr Goldschmidt 
them avail in practice \ dingly, we have never ceased to jnsist | Tuesday ....... 16 Synge Farmer Church Greswell 
here on the fatal results which would flow from accepting the spe Wednesday ...... 17 Goldschmidt Bloxam Synge Beal 

~ . Thursday see 18 Greawell Tneed Goldschmidt Borrer 

} : - Friday ... « 19 Beal Church Greswel) Leach 

the practice which it is intended to displace Stress has been laid by Saturday ........ . 20 Borrer Synge Beal Farmer 








months or leas, it embodies in an unmistakeal fashion the principl 


cous 





jural refinements of the Declaration as eatisfactory equivalents for 
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High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division | 
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Dates. lLomp Curer 


1911. 


April 18 
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intervening 
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C.C.Ct. 


interv ning 


25 
26 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1911. 


North-Eas- 
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Winding-up Notices. 
Londen G Faipay, May 5. 


JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep «in Caancery. 


wette, 


Becrast Evecrarc Tasarres, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented April 28, directed 
to be hesrd May 16. Clowes & Co, King’s Bench walk, Temple, solors for the 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 


in the afternoon of May 15 

C. Jexxins & Co, Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before "June 6, to send their 
names and addresses,and the particulars of their debts or claime, to Charles Lee 
Ro: erts, 36, Lombard st. Birte, Sa Hail ct, Cannon st, tolors for the above 
named liquidator. 

CLacton Patace or Varieties axp Sxarive Rinx, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Philip Mordant, 9 & 10, Fencharch et, liquidator, 

Deane Manvractvgtne Co, Lrp—Creditora are required, on or before June 17, to send 
their names and addrerses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Pilling, 23, Acresfie'd, Bolton, ir 

Geyerat Incanp nt Co, r winding up, presented April 29, directed to 
be heard May 16. Goddard, ( lement’s inn, solor for the petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not | than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 15 


ers 









iter 


| Goss Moor, Lro—Creditors are re juired, on or bofore June 9, to send in their names 





end addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Josiah Stevens, 63, 
Queen st, liquidator 

Laycasnire Deve Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presentod May 4, directed to ba 
heard at the Sessions Hall, Preston, May 16, at 10. Houghton & Uo, Winckley at, 
Freston, solors for the petner, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 16 

T. P. Puantations, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before May 28, to eend their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Pattesop, Pinner’s Hall. Austin Friara, liquidator 

Wasutxnerow Launpry, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June J, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. B. Reeves, 
23, Victoria st, liquidator 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


LIMITED IN OHANOERY. 

Copar Coup Mixes, Lrp (in Votunrary Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before May 25, to send their names and addresses, ard the particulars of their 
debta or claims, to William Bailey, 10 ana 11, Austin-friare, liquidator 

J. Marspen & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clams, te Colin Cooper, 
33, Princees st, Mancheater, liquidators 

Naw Zeananp Tevet asp Loan Co, Lrp (ts Votuntary Ligurpation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 23, to eend their names and addresses, and the parti- 
culars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Hoare and William Oswald Gilchrist, 9, 
King William st, liquidators 

Saarx Grete Orat Tinina Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Edward Myers, Trafalgar bldgs, Northumberland av, lhquidator 

Turner & Co, Lrp, (tw Votuntary Liqvipariom)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 24, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to W. H. Sanders, 55 and 56, Chancery lane, solor for the liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazett Faipay, April 28. 
Ventanas Mixixna ann Expvoration Co, Lro, 
Marpat, Lev, (Reconstruction). 

Tintwistte Warerworks Co, Ltp. 

Amoray Synpicats, Ltp, 

Moaut Tyree Co, Lrp, 

Amasitr, Lip. (Reconetruction). 

Intex or Maw Mintna Co, Lrp 

‘Tnatzit,” Lrp, 

Paut Sapet & Co, Lrv, 

Mayrair Estates, Lrp. 

Harpew Stax Lewis any Srectatx Co, Lro. 
Lancasnaire CinemaToGrarn Tararnes, Lito. 
Sway Civematocrara Taratre Co, Lr. 
Txemesvak Minina Co, Lrp. 

Spanish Moron Trawsroar Co, Lrv. 

Barry Sreamsaip ©o, Lrp. 

Wesrergate Sreamsnip Co, Lrp, 

Linpexs Sreamsair Co, Lev, 

Citows Dave Co, Lrp. 

Ryxyietp Moror Co, Lrv. 

Yasmovura Horgta, Lro. 

Venszortam SynpicatK, Lrp. 

Arc Lamesa, Lrp. 

Bexxenixe Curonicie Co, Lrp. 

Aracama Co, Lip, 

R. Meyer & Co, Lrp. 





Lond Gaeett Torspay, May 2. 
Saarp’s Brrrrsn Stores, Lrv. 
Lvcoovica Harris & Co, Lrp, 
Goour No. 5 Mowry Ciun, Lrp 
Noxte-Western E AND Powse Gas Sywoicare, Lro 


Exvecrraic Foe Srenat Co, 
©. & W. Howwsinas, Lrp. 
Mvsoeram, Ltp. 

Kert Pon.iic Hovse Tevar Co, Lro. 
Craxrorp Civs Co, Lro 
Covosssum Kotter SxKatine 
Wewgam & Warens, Lop 
Kunestow axyp Surerrow Sxatine Rinx Co, Lrn. 
F, & W. Stoxes & Co, Lrp. 


Rink Co (Burwieyr), Leo, 


London Gazette,—Fripay, May 5. 
Hovse Owness’ Association, Lu: 

Jacon Liorp, Lp, 

Goss Moor, Lrp. 

Tr110N8 Trapping Steamers, Lrp 

Bre-Propvor Fratitizers Co, Lrp, 

Star Founpry, Lrp. 

Sitcock anp Co, Lrp 


| Carswick Jormery Co, Lrp. 


Norrinesxam Soar Co, Lrp. 
Wasatnetonw Lauspry, Lro. 
InvESTMENT AND Finance, LTD, 
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Natrowat Sreaw Car Co, Lrp. (Reconstruction). 
Sararicavures (Viewwa), Lro. 
Weieut ayp Dorros, Lro. 
Bartow Toot Co, Lro. 
Bertisa Barcx loes Co, Lro. 
T. P. Puawtattons, Lrp. 

I lon Gazette 
Beagtuunw Devetormenr SY¥Yepicate, Lrp, 
Divipaesps, Lro. 
B. M, Borgataver any Co, Lap 
Grone Apvertisine Acency, Lrp 
C. Jenkins & Co, Liv 
Guweeat. Invesruenr Co Lrp 
Parroxo Sysprcare, Lrp. 
AnG.o-Averniun Commence, Lrp. 
Utewp: Goin Misine Co, La 
Livesroo.. Hosiery anv Ovrrirrine Co, Lrp. 
Carep anv Berrox, Lrp 
Barren Corn Hawpitiwa Macnine Co, Lap, 
D. W. Ricwagps & Sons, Lro. 
Cowana, Lrp, 
Amazon Sream Navicarton Co, Lrn. 
Brawpparp [nvesiment Treer, Lro. 
Castexsery Rotter Searisa Riv«, Lip, 
Woop Srueret Pustisaine Co, Ltp 
Domistonw Oi Co, Lrn,. 
Banisa Motostoc Syspicats, Lrp. 


-Tursoay, My 9. 


Creditors’ Notices 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram 


london Gazette.—Fuaipay, May 5 


Hint, Bawvert Apiaw, Harefield, Middlesex, Farmer June 6 Simmons ard Hill v 
land Teck, Parker, J Harvey & Geen, Uxbridge 

Srepmsnx, Richarp, Rochester, Kent, JP May 26 Thompeon v Stedman, Joyer, J 

Smith, Rochester : 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette FRIDAY, May 5, 

ALLEN, SUSANNAH MARY, Nearden, Middlesex June 5 

ALPR, BEATRICE JANKF, Bournerouth Mey 3! Bircham & Co, Parliament st 

BAUMGARTNER, EMMA FRANCES AMPLIA, Godmanchester, Huntingdon June 1 
Huanystun & Sona, Huntingdon 

BRAN, CHARLES WHITTINGSTALL, Hampstead June 15 Jackson & Co, Fenchurch st 

BLAIR, ARTHUR MACDONALD, Southport June19 Blair & Seddon, Manchester 

BRADBURY, JOHN, Harborne May 51 Duggan & Elton, Birmingham 

CALLAN, 1 HOMAS, Liverpool, Furniture Dealer Jnte Smith, Liverpool 

COULTHARD, HANNAH ELIZABETH, North Ormesby, nr Middlesbrough June 10 
Son, Middlesbrough 

CUNLIFFE, EDWARD THOMAS, Handforth, Chester June 16 Welsh & Sons, Meuchester 

DIXON, GEORGR, West Hartlepool June’ Turnbull & Tilly, West Hartlepool 

DOONER, JouN KING, Barrowgate id, Chiswick June 6 Osborn-Jerkin & Son, Lincoln's 
inn flelds 

DUMVILLE, MARY, Margate June 6 Christopher & Son, Argyll pl 

DYKE, THOMAS, Grosemont, Mon May26 Watkins. Pontrilas, Hereford 

FDENBORCUGH, FANS Y, Horsell, Surrey Junel0 Pattisson, Lincoln's itn felds 

ELLIS, Hakriott, Guildford May 81 Wells, Guildford 

GIBBISON, ELENOR, Alnwick May 31 Douglas, Alnwick 

Gipson, Joseru. Stockton on Tees Junel7 Allen, Doncaster 

HAMILTON, JAMES, Staines, Middlesex June l2 Eggar & Co, Brighton 

HANKS, JAMES, North Ormesby, nr Middicsbrougn June lo SiH & Son, Middles- 
broug! 

Hitt, fom, Stockton on Tees, Works Manager June 20 
Tees 

HOBDAY, HARRIFTT, Wadhurst, Sussex May 31 Sprott & Sons, Mayfield, Sussex 

JARVIS, ISAPELLE Foyp, Carmalt gdns, Putney June 6 James, Lincoln's inn fields 

JonNSON, JOHN, Hacknmyrd, Shoreditch June Naunton & Son, Oxford at 

KERSHAW, KICHARD, Halifax June 10 Bearder, Halifax 

KERSHAW, THOMAS, Halitax, Merchant June 10 Bearder, Halifax 

KEWLEY, JAMES RICHARDSON, Great Crosby, Lancaster June 14 Toulmin & Co, Liver- 


Blair & Girling, Wool Exchange 


Bill & 


Archer & Co, Stockton on 


KNOTT, ANNIE MARY MARIA, Barmouth, Wales June 19 Stannard & Bosanquet, East- 


cheap 

LIDDELL, CHARLES Lyon, Peasmarsh, Sussex June 5 Horne & Bi:kett, Lincoln's inn | 
fhelds 

MAGNUS, MARIAN, Delaware mans, Maida Vale June 7 Russell & Arnholz, Great 


Winchester at 
MARSHALL, ANDREW, Gor forth, Northumberland 
upon Tyne 


Juyl Maugham & Hall, Newcastle 


| MATTHEWS, ELIZABETH, Sunderland Junei5 Kelso & Co, Sunderland 
PAWSON, WILLIAM, Harrogate May 29 Topman, Harrogate’ 
| PICKLES, THOMAS JOHN, Manningham, Bradford May 27 Ibberson & Pickles, Dewsbury 
| PRioR, GEORGE, Stapleton Hall rd, Stroud Green, General Merchant June 1 Jobson, 
Temple dns 
Rowson, Mary, Rethbury, Northumberland June 17 
ROCKMAN, MORITZ ALBERT, Harrow rd, Tobacconist 
Gray's inn 
ScnOFIRL), Lizzig, Stalybridge June 12 Innes, Stalybridge 
Sisson, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Bournemouth June 6 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 
SMITH, JAMES bidston, Chester, Cotton Broker June 6 Jones & Co, Liverpool 
SMITH, JANE, Exeter June®9 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 
SMirs, Jos, Killamarsh, Derby May 31 Smith, tckington, nr Sheffield 
STEVENS, WILLIAM EVENS, Plymouth Junel Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 
TAYLOR, JAMES, Manchester Jane 30 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 


Webb, Morpeth 
June 6 Harraway, South sq 


THOM«S, MARGARET, Aberdare May 31 Thomas, Aberdare 

rHOMAS, THOMAS, Aberdare May 31 Thomas, Aberdare 

PHOMPSON, Major Gen Davip, RE, Junior Constitutional Club, Piccadilly April 29 
Burton & Co, Surrey st 

TYRRELL, ARTHUR FREDERICK, Junior Naval and Military Club, Piccadilly June 6 


Tyrrell & Son. High Holborn 
WAIGHT, HERBERT ROBERT, Bootle, Lancs June2 Priest & Sons, Liverpool 
WARREN, EMMA, Banbsry, Oxford May 17 Fisher, Banb» ry 
Watts, WILLIAM, Northampton June 20 Dennis & Co, Northampton 
ZAMBRA, JULIVS JAMES GrorGkE, Chaich End, Finchley May29 Wingfeld & Co 
Cheapside 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, May 9. 


ADAMS, MARY, Wisbech, Camtridge June 1 Millington & Co, Poston 
AWpRY, HERBEKT, Winchester June 24 Moberly & Wharton, Southampton 
BARNICOTT, HERBERT EDMUND, Manchester, Cigar Merchant Junel2 Russell, Man- 
chester 
BROOKES, Miss MILLICENT, Shipton under Wychwood, Oxford July 14 T & A E Mace’ 
Chipping Norton, Oxon 
CARMICHAEL, DANIEL CHARLES, Bath June20 Titley, Bath 
CHIVERS, ELEANOR BROWN, Hythe,Kent Junel7 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 
COTTRILL, ELRANCR, Prestwich June® Scholes & Farrington, Manchester 
CROMPTON, HENRY, Ashton under Lyne, Market Gardener June 10 Whitworth, Ashton 
under Lyne 
DIGGLE, WILLIAM, Southport Jone 16 Yates, Southport 
FACERK, WILLIAM CRAYTON, Ampthill, Beds, Plumber June 10 Tanqueray, Ampthill 
FLOVER, RICHARD GovuLD, Skirbeck, Lincolp June 1 Millington & Co, Kosten 
FOLEY, FRANCIS JOHN, Sloane gins June 5 Capron & Co. Savile p!, Conduit st 
FORSYTH, FRANCI®, | urham, Newsagent June 19 Clark, Newcastle upon Tyne 
GAINS, THOMAS, Halifax, Joiner and Builder June7 Barstow & Midgley, Halifax 
GAUNTLETT, JOHN, Dartmouth Park hill, St Pancras Juse 17 Stroud, Beddington, 
Croydon 
GREENWOOD, ALICE JANE, Scarborough June 10 Tennant & Co, Dewsbury 
GRIFFITHS, ARTHUR FREDERICK, Bishop's Cleeve, Gloucester June 9 Griffiths & Wag- 
horne, Cheltenham 
GRIFF\THS, FREDERICK THOMAS, Bishop's Cleeve, Gloucester June 9 Griffiths & Wag 
horne Cheltenham 
HAMMOND, ALICE MARY, Bacton, Suffolk June 1 
HARRIS, |} HERESE, Wanington cres, Maida Vale Junel 
st 
HAROLD, SUSAXNAH, Beam‘sh, co Durham June12 Lloyd, Wormwood st 
HorN-ELPHINS. ONE-DALRYMPLE, HELENORA CATHERINE, Alma ter, Kensington June 4 
Stretton, Strand 
Iivpsox, Lieut Col HERBERT ELWARD, Bournemouth Junel 
hill, Cannon st 
JACKSON, RICHARD, Barlestone, Leicester Aug1 Andrew & Co, Great James st 
JAGGER, ADA, Southport June 9 Scholes & Farrington, Manchester 
JAMES, GEORGE HENRY, Hornsey In, Highgate, Leather and Silver Goods Manufacturer 
June 9 Pumfrey, Patternoster row 
Jonn, WILLIAM, Cardiff June 12 Howell, Cardiff 
Kine, James, Fowkcs bldgs, Great Tower st, Merchant 
oria at 
LAMBERT, MARGARET, Winchester June30 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
LANGFORD, ANNIE, Saltley, Birmingham June 30 Huggins, Birmingham 
McCABE, ELIZA, Cannon hill, Hampstead June i2 Blair & Girling, Wool Exchange, 
Basing? all st 
MACLEOD, ELIZABETH, Prestatyn, Flint Jrne 17 Killey. Liverpool 
MANNING, MARTHA ELIZABETH, Northampton June 30 Browne & Wells, North- 
ampton . 
NAYLOR, ANNIE, Coldwell, nr Cughtibridge, York June 17 Benson & Co, Sheffield 
NELSON, FDWARD, Grimsby June 30 Mason, Grimsby 
PECK, EDWARD HENRY, Eye, Suffolk, Farmer June6é Lawton & Sons, Eye 
PHILLIS, PREDERIC ABRAHAM, Inverness ter, Hyde Park June9 Myer & Co, London 
Wall 
PILCHER, JoMN GILES, Brighton June6 Honey & Honey, Fenchurch st 
SANDHAM, JOHN CLARENOR, Brighton June 20 Greenwell & Co, Berners st 
SPINKS, OFBERT JOHN, Merton, Surrey June 19 Burton & Son, Bank chmbrs, Black- 
friara rd 
STEVEN, ( EcIL WILLIE, King st, Cheapside, Art and Curio Dealer June 21 
Son, Lronmonger In 
STOCKEN, ALFRED RICHARDSON, Earlsfield, Surrey June & Young, Coleman st 
STRINGER, WILLIAM, Manchester, Potato Merchant June 9 Spencer, Manchester 
SWAIN, WILLIAM DARROCH PENNINGTON, Ramsgate June 19 Smith & Co, London 
| Wall 
TAYLOR, ELIZABETH, Florence rd, Ealing June9 Banks & Co, Liverpool | 
TRAFFORD, ALFRED, Gravelly Hill, Warwick Junel2 Herd & Nutt, Birmingham 
TINNING, SYBIL, Dedham, Essex June4 Nocton & Sons, Gt Marlborough st 
WILLS, GkORGE HOSKING, Whitchurch, Glam June 6 Pethybridge, Cardiff 


Ashton, Bury St Edmunds 
Samuel & Co, Gt Winchester 


Bridgman & Co, College 


May 22 Hill, Queen Vic- 


Duke & 








Coates, Jonw Wittram Fare 
Boot Dealer York Pet 

Coorrn, Wittiam Jony, Brad 
May2 Ord May 2 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette Farpay, May 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avans, Hewxay, Langton rd, North Brixton, Oil and Colour 
man High Court Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Atos, Reoixatp Atrow Twov, Cardiff Balixbury Pet 
ar27 Ord May 2 : 
Baier, Wattrer Jonx, Coventry, Toolmaker Coventry 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
Battery, Kongat Epwix, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Innkeeper 
Portmadoc Pet April 10 Ord May 3 
Bayty, Wittiam E, Cranky pl, South Kensington Hich 
Court Pet Mar22 Ord May 2 
soTT, Percy, Burton on Trent, Temperance Hotel 
on Trent Pet May3 Ord May 3 
Camenos, Jonw McLeop, Lindfield, Sussex Brighton Pet 
Mar 10 Ord May3 
Casemone, James, Victoria rd, Kilburn, Builder High 
Court Pet May3 Ord May 3 


Pet April2l Ord May 3 
Da.sy, Jonxy, Hampton rd 


Oid May 3 
Ernorave, Ext, Bushey, H 
May Ord May3 
Forrx, Atte, Stechford, W 
Pet May3 Ord May 3 


Pet Feb 25 Ord April 29 

Burton 
Edmonton Pet Mar 14 

Gorpos, Exim, Kingston 
Kingston upon Hull Pet 


Carrp, Axxie Exsza, Weston super Mare Bridgwater 


Court Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
Dusvroro, Harry, Mirfield, Saddler Dewsbury 


Foexp, Fraaycis Lauscetort Terie, Reading Reading 


Gre, James Epwix, Victoria rd, Wood Green, Inventor 


Guirrtxy, CLirrow Baexsow, Rochester, Kent, Cement En- 
gineer Rochester Pet May 2 Ord May 2 


»oneR, Boroughbridge, Yorks, 
May 1 Ord May 1 
ford, Painter Bradford Pet 


Harr, Joxw, Shaftesbury rd, Hammersmith, Acc ount 
Clerk High Court Pet May 1 Ord May 1 ‘ 

Hepors, Feepenick, North Finchley, Builder Barnet Pet 
Feb 27 Ord May 2 

Horxiys, Wiittam, Cymmer, Porth, Glam, Mason Ponty 
pridd PetMay3 Ord May 3 

Kasstxcer, Joun Heamax, Bromley by Bow, Baker 
High Court Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Keriisc, Artaur, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Builder 
Nottingham Pet Mar 27 Ord May 1 

Lawrox, Wrtut1am Harvey, Glossop, Schoolmaster Ashton 
under Lyne Pet April 28 Ord April 28 : ; 

Levy, Josers, Manstone rd, Cricklewood, Hosier High 
Court Pet Mar23 Ord May 3 

Puiturrs, Racart, London Wall High Conrt Pet May 1 
Ord May 1 

Paitiirs, THomas Gwityw, Llanelly, Builder Carmarthen 
Pet May 1 Ord May 1 


, Leytonstone, Clerk High 
Pet May 3 


erts, Baker St Albans Pet 


orcester, Kaker Birmingham 


Ord May 1 } 
upon Hull, Cabinet Maker 
May 3 Ord May 3 


Raxsy, James Writtam, Rotherham, Chip Potato Vendor 
Sheffield Pet May3 Ord May 3 ; 

Rocens, Watrer Moons, Clifton, Fruiterer Bristol Pet 
May 2 Ord May 2 
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Rowsox, Crctt, Colonial House, Tooley st, Produce Agent 
High Court Pet April10 Ord May 1 

@eure, Tom Eacurs, Highworth, Wilts, Seeésman Swin- 
don Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Saspuarp, Ferperick Cuartes, Great Grimeby, Glass 
Merchant Great Grimsby Pet May2 Ord May 2 

TasurxG, Freperice, Southend on Sea, (reengrocer 
Chelmeford Pet April6 Ord May 1 

Waker, Haary, Cadogan pl, Chelsea High Court Pet 
Aprill0 Ord y | 1 

Wutiume, Taomas Gairrita, Yestalyfera, Glam, Grocer 
Neath Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

Weoos, Faxest Samuev. Gorleston, Builder Great Yar- 
mouth Pet May2 Ord May 2 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND PETITION 
DISMISSED. 


E.rrisstosr, Leste, Byward st, Editor High Court 
Pet April 1,1919 Rec Ord May 6,1910 Res and Dis 
Feb 10, 1910 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Henny, Langton rd. Noith Brixton, Oil and Colour 
man May l5at?.30 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey et 

Bayty, Wittiam E, Cranley pl, South Kensington May 
16at230 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 

Baur. Davin, furderland. Advertisement Canvesser 
May 17 at 2 Off Rec, 2, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Booxrr, Jonwn Wirtiam, Workeop. Hairdresser May 17 at 
12 Off Ree, Fietree 'n. Sheffield 

Batter, Joux, Little Billing, nr Northampton. Farmer 
May 16 at 1l Off Rec, The Parade. Northampton 

Cartwrickt, Sawurt Bexsamin, Wordsley, Stafford, Com 
mercial Clerk May 15 at 12 Off Ree, 1, Priory st, 
Dudley 

Casruore. James, Victoria r4, Kilburn, Builder May 15 
at 1 Benkruptcy bides, Carey st 

Coates, Jonw Wirtitam Fatcower, Rorouehbridge, York 
Poot Dealer May 16 at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, 
Duncombe pl. York 

Coorre, Wiiriam Jonyx, Leeds, Painter 
Off Ree, 12, Duke et, Bradford 

Datay, Jou, Tevtonstone, Esrex, Clerk May 1¢ at 1 
Bankruptry bldgs, Carey st 

Dotax, Tuomas Groror, Livernool, Commission Agent 
May 16 at 11 Off Rec, 85 Victoria st, Liverpool 

Epwarps, Marcaret, Derby Mav 15 at 11.30 Off Rec 
5. Victoria bldgs. London rd, Derby 

Ger, James Enwirs, Victoria rd, Wood Green, Inventor 
May 15 at 12 14, Redford row 

Gornow, Evia, Kingston upon Aull. Cabinet Maker May 
16at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgat: 


May 15 at 11 


Gairrix, Crirron Bernow, Rochester. Kent, Cement Engi 
neer May 17 at 11 115. High st, Rochester 

Hawery, Ricuarp Fowry, Fkewen, Glamorgan. Painter 
May 12st 11 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st 
Swansea 2 

Harrison, Jouxs Tuomas. Weat Walton, Norfo'k, Jonrnev 
man Builder May 13 at 12 Off Ree, 8, Kingst, Norwich 

Hart. Jonx, Shaftesbury rd, Hammersmith, Acconnts 
Clerk May 17 at 12 Bankruptey bldg, Carev st 

Horxivs, Wiitiam. Aberkenfig, Glam. Masen Mav 16 at 
2.30 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs St Catherine st 
Pontypridd 

Jouwsox, Jack, Brentford Market, Kew Bridge, Fruit 
Saleeman May 16at12 14, Bedford row 

Kassivoer, Jonn Herman. Bromley by Bow, Baker May 
17 atll Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Lawtow, Wittram Harvey, Glossop, Schoolmaster May 
atll Off Ree, Byrom at. Manchester 

Lavy, Josern, Cricklewood. Middlesex, Hosier May 15 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Moore, Srernex, Portsmouth May 15 at 3 Off Ree, 
Cambridge junc, High st, Portemonth 

Myers, Isaac, Sutherland av, Maida Vale May 15 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Peters, Grorar, Pentre Broughton. nr Wrexham, Green 
grecer May 15 at 1215 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 

Paitiirs, Racuet, London Wall May 17 at 12 Pank- 
ruptey chmbrs, Carey st 

Puitiirs, Toomas Gwiiym, Lianelly, Builder May 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st. Carmarthen 

Pratt, Jonw Acton, Builth Wella, Brecknock, Watch- 
maker May 18at 10.30 1, High st, Newtown 


Ray, Crarexnce Epwix, Robertebridge, Sussex, Farmer 
May 15 at 12 The George Hotel, Robertsbridge, 
Sussex 

Roserts, Jonx Hvenes, Lianrhyd‘lad, Anglesey. Insur- 
ance Agent May 15 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 

Rowsow, Ceci, Colonial House, Tooley st, Produce Agent 
May 17 at 12 Rankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Sarre, Groroe Feepericx, Chester, Wine Merchant 
May 17 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eestgate row, Chester 

Smart, Farp, Grendon, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer 
May 15at12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Suita, Josern Witt1am, Northampton. Builder May 15 
at 1130 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Tavscorr, Reatnatp James, Swansea, Optician May 16 
atll Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary st, Swansea 

Waker, Harry, Cadogan pl, Chelsea May 17atl Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carev st 

Wuarrrrecp, Hewry Cuarces, and Hexry Atrraep Hor- 
Lamny, Chichester, Sussex. Hosiers May 16 at 3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junc, High et, Portsmouth 


ADJUDICATIONS 


Apams, Heyry, Langton rd, North Brixten, O11 and 
Colourman High Court Pet May 1 Ord May! 
Atunatrox, Faank, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet April 27 Ord May 2 

Askew, Tromas, Sedbergh, Yorks, Grocer Kendal Px 
April 10 Ord May 2 

Bartry, Watrer Jous, Coventry, Toolmaker Coventry 
Pet May? Ord Mav 2 

Bott, Percy, Burton on Trent, Temperance Hotel Burton 
on Trent Pet May 8 Ord May 3 

Bainars, Grorar, White’s Club, St James’ st 
Pet Jan6 Ord May 2 

Casrwore, James, Victoria rd, Kilburn, Builder High 
Court Pet May 3 Ord May 

Cuartrswortn, Haroip, Baker st, Accountant Hig! 
Court Pet April 19 Ord May 1 

Coates, Jonw Winitam Fatcoxer, Boroughbridge, Yorks, 
Boot Dealer York Pet May 1 Grd May! 

Conew, Artruur, Honeybourne rd, Kilburn High Court 
Pet Mari1l Ord Mav 2 

Coorrr, Wittram Jouyn, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet 
May? Ord May 2 

Datay, Jous, Leytonstone, Kasex , Clerk 
May3 Ord Mav 8 

Duyrorp, Harry, Mirfield, Saddler Dewsbury 
3 Ord May 3 

Ernorave, E:t. Bushey, Herts, Baker St Albans Pet 
May 3 Ord Mav 3 

Fopen, AtLey, Stechford. Worcester, Baker 
Pet May 3 Ord Mey 3 

Gotonera, Berrram Eowarp, Oxford at, Mantle Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Apri!7 Ord May 2 

Gorpox, Extim, Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet Maker 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 3 Ord Mav 3 

Garein, Currro~r Bewnnov Rochester, Kent, 


Bigh Court 


High Court Vet 


Pet May 


Lirmingham 


Cement 


Fngineer Rechester Pet Vay 2 Ord May 2 
Haut, Hven Fraxects, Bethersden, Axrhford, Kent, 
Nurseryman Canterbury Pet April12 Ord May 1 


Hawxpiry, Witttam, Frodsham, Farmer Warrington Pet 
April 13 Ord May 3 

Hart, Joux, Shaftesbury rd, Hammersmith, Accounts 
Clerk High Court Pet May1 Ord Mayt 

Hawkey, Reermarp Coarnirs, New Crore rd, Deptford 
House Furnisher High Court Pet April 8 Ord April 
29 


Horktixs, Wiiuram, Aberkenfig,Glam, Mason Pontypridd 
Pet May 2 Ord May 3 

Kaseivcer, Jouw Heamay, Bromley by Bow, Baker High 
Court Pet Mav3 Ord May 3 

Lawros, Wittiam Harvay, Glossop, Schcolmaster 
under Lyne Pet April 28 Pet April 28 

LotixsGa, Wititam, Putney, Surrey, Journalist High 
Court Pet Mar 27 Ord May 1 

McCrum, Wiiwiam, Surbiton, Surrey 
Pet April12 Ord May 2 

Moors, Thomas Marriorr, Mosten, Manchester 
Manchester Pet April19 Ord May 3 

Oprrrmayne, Eur Laverxce, Trevor sq, Knig' tsbridge 
High Court Pet Jan23 Ord Mav 1 

Puttuirs, Racugy, London Wall High Court 
Ord May 1 

Putiurs, Taomas Gwitym, Lianelly, Builder Ca:marthen 
Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

Pratt, Joux Actos, Builth Wells, Brecknock, Watch- 
maker Newtown Pet April 28 Ord May 2 


Ashton 


Kingston, Surrey 


Builder 


Pet May 1 


Rawny, Janes Wrerszam, Rotherham, Chip Potato Vendor 
Sheffield Pet May3 Ord May3 

Rocrrs. Warree Moore, Clifton, Bristol, Fruiterer 
Bristol Pet Mav 2 rd May 2 

Baaren, Avo.rn, St George’s rd, West Hampstead, Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet April 6 Ord May1l 

Sere, Tom Eaotrs, Highworth, Wilts,Seedsman Swindon 
Pet Mav 3 Ord May 3 

Sueruarp, Faeperick CHarces, Great Grimsby, Glass 
Merchant Great Grimsby Pet May2 Ord May2 

Wreeruemerr, Maceaicr, Canfield gins, Hampstead, Com- 
mercial Traveller High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord 
May 2 

Wittraws, Tuomas Grierrtn, Yatalyfera, Glam, Grocer 
Neath Pet May2 Ord May 2 


London Gazette.— TUESDAY May 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ApPPLeny, THomMAs Percy, Newport, Brickworks Manager 
Newport. Mon Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

ASTON, Epwarp, West Bromwich, Grocer West Bromwich 
Pet Vav 4 Ord May 4 

BurRRIDGr, Prrevy FRANK, Combe Martin, Devon Ply- 
mouth Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

CHANTREY, ALFRED, and WILLIAM HENRY CHANTREY, 
Buxton, Gentlemen's Outfitters Stockport Pet Msy 
6 Ord Mavé6 

Dopson, CHARLES W, Tanner st, Rermondsey, Manufac- 
turer ofCacmentium High Court Pet Aprillo Ord 
Mav 5 

GILLMAN, PENNETT MARK Hoxton st. Kite Manufacturer 
Hich Court Pet Mar 30 Ord May 5 

HarrLey, Wrrent, Horton, Bradford. Commercial 
I'raveller Rrodford Pet Mav 5 Ord May & 

HaWwKRIDGr, A, Tockwith. nr York York Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 

Hickworr, Epwin, Sevenoake, Kent, Draper Tunbridge 
We'la Pet April 20 Ord Mav 3 

TACKS FRANK SAGAR, Leeds Leeds Pet May4 Crd 
Mar 4 

Tones, Ricnanrp, Moelfre, Angles y, Grocer Bangor Pet 
Mave Ord May 6 

KETTLEWFLL. CHARLES, Great Coates, Lines, Farmer 
Great Grimeby Pet April 21 Ord May 4 

KITCHENER, E BF, Wolverton Bucks, Root Dealer North- 
ampto Pet April 98 Ord May 6 

Lover, Thomas Wrient, Mansfield, Fruiterer Nottingham 
Pet Mav 4 Ord May 4 

Lupton, James, Wrexham, Und-rtaker Wrexham Pet 
May Ord Mayv2 

MILieRr, A & Sons, Mi'e End rd 

7 Ord Mav4 

POWFLL, CUARLES THOMAS, Aberbargoed, Mon, Fruiterer 
rre'evar Pet Mav 4 Ord May 4 

RicHarps, WG, Yoyaddn, nr Newport. Mon. Boot Dealer 
Newport, Mon Pet April 22 Ord Mav 8% 

Rorerrs, EVAN Queensdale rd, Notting Hill, Dalryman 
High Court Pet Mar 39 Ord Mar 4 

ROBERTS, EMMA SkGRUE, Penryn, Cornwall Truro Pet 
Mav 4 Ord May 4 


High Court Pet April 


SARTORIS, TIONEL, Krtland gate, Company Director 
High Court Pet Feb !8 Ord Vay 5 

Srorrock, JoHN TsHERWooD, Carmarthen Surgeon 
Dentist Carmarthen Pet May % Ord May 5 


SINGLETON, JoHN SIMPSON, Btonewell, Lancaster, General 
Dealer Preston Pet April 2? Ord May 5 
SwitH, Herrert, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Plamber 
pool Pet May 5 Ord Mav 5 

SPACKMAN, FRANCIS PpwARD, lambourn, Berks, Farmer 
Newbury Pet Mar 98 Pet May 2 

SURGERY, CoRNELIVS, and ARTHUR SURGEY, Birmingham, 
Coal Merchants Birmingham Pet May6 Ord May 6 

THRACKRAY, CHARTES Guiseley, York, Carter Leeds 
Pet May & Ord May & 

THOMAS, REFS, Aberlbenfig, Glam, Collier Cardiff? Pet 
May 4 Ord May 4 

PHOMAS, THOMAS, Porth, Glam, Insurance Agent 
pridd Pet May Ord May 5 

TOBIN, ATHWOULD WALTER, Bournemonth 
Mar 23 Ord May 5 

TROTMAN, WILLIAM. ROBERT, Newbury 
May 3 Ord May 8 

Warp, Mary, High Green, nr Sheffleld 
May 4 Ord May 4 

WINDER, JoHN, Parkgate, nr Rotherham, Carting Con- 
tractor Sheffield Pet May 4 Ord May 4 


Liver- 


Ponty 
Poole Pet 
Newbury Pet 


Barnsley Pet 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MoOooOoRGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED in 1880. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LIGCENSED PROPERTY. 


STrTRswzaT, LOnNPowwm, 





|X 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ana supervision of the Corporation. 


X | 





Suitabie Insurance Clauses for inserting in 


on application. 


Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
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ADJUDICATIONS. 
ArrLeBy, THOMAS PERCY, Newport, Mon, 
Manager Newport, Mon Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
Aston, Epwarp, West Bromwich, Grocer West Brom- 
Pet May 4 Ord May 4 


Amended Notice substitated for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 2: 
Jonnson, Jack, Brentford Market, Kew Bridge, Fruit 
Salesman Brentford Pet Mar 29 Ord April 26 
FIRST MEETINGS 
ASKEW, THOMAS, Sedbergh, York, Grocer May 17 at 3 wich 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Aston, EDWARD, West Bromwich,Grocer May 19 at 1! 
Ruskin chmbra, 191, Corporation st, Birmir 
BAILey, WALTER JOHN, Coventry, Toolmaker 
Il OffRec, 8, High at, Coventry 


tertmadee Pet April 20 Ord May 6 


; May6 Ord May 6 


May 17 at Pet 
ALFRED, and WILLIAM HI®NRY CHANTREY. 


CHANTREY, 


BARKELL, WILLIAM HENRY, Holaworthy, Devon, Pro Buxton, Outfitters Stockport Pet May 6 Ond 
vision Dealer May lv até Off Rec, 0, Bedfo:d cir May 6 
Exeter EDWARDS, ALFRED Henny, Carey st, Company Promoter 


toTT, Pency, Burton on Trent, Hotel Keeper May 17 at 
It Off Ree, 5, Victoria bldgs, London rd, Der by 
Carr, Evwarp, Kirkby Lonedale, Lancaster, Innkeeper 


High Court Pet Feb?21 Ord May 5 
GALLOWAY, ROBERT ALEXANDER, Drive man+, Fulham rd, 
High Court Pet Mar3l Ord May 4 


‘ 
May 17 at 3.15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in | GINN, Henry WILLIAM, Staines, Middlesex K ngston, 
Forness | Surrey Pet Mar 17 Ord April 20 
COCKRAM, WILLIAM, Aberkenfig, Collier May 17 at 2.4 HARTLEY, Wrient, Horton, Bradford, Commercial 


117, St Mary st, Cardiff Traveller Bradford Pet May5 rd May 5 


Cocks, WILLIAM Jous, and Epwarp BAKER, Redrath Hewson, THOMAS. Peterhoronugh, Pig Deacer  Peter- 
Cornwall, Cinematograph Exhibitors May 1s at 1 borongh Pet Mar 29 Ord May ¢ | 
Off Rec, 12, Princess st, Truro JACKSON, FRANK SAGAR, leeds, Tailor Leeda Pet May 4 


Coorer, Groner, James Sutron, THomMas Henny Jone Ord May 4 
and WiLLtam Coorer, Cwmffos Colliery, Aberkentig JoNES, RicHARD, Moelfre, Anglesey, Grocer 
Glam, Colliery Proprietors May 17 at 315 117, &t May 6 Ord May 6 
Mary «t, Cardiff KETTLEWELL, CHARLES, Great Coates, Lincs, Farmer 
CREED, ANNIK ELIZA. Weston super Mare May 17 at 11.45 Great Grimaby Pet April 21 Ord May5 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin at, Hristo! Love. THOMAS Wricnt, Mansfield, Fruiterer 
CRUSSELL, DAVID, Romford, Essex. Hay Dealer May 1s Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
atl2 14, Bedford row Lupton, JAMES, Wrexham, Undertaker 
Dorson, CHARLES W, Tanner st, Bermondsey, Manufa May 3 Ord May 38 
turerof Cacmentinm May 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bldg POWELL, CHARLES THOMAS, Aberbargoed, Mon, Fruiterer 
Carey st Tredegar Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Dusrorp, Harry, Mirfield, York, Saddler May 19 at 11 | Pvestry, Hexry, Newport, Mon, Ship Store Merchant 
Of Ree, Bank chmbra, Corporation st, Dewsbury Newport, Mon Pet Feb 23 Ord May 6 
FopeN, ALLEN, Stechford, Worcester May 19 at 1 ROBERTS, EMMA SrorUR, Penryn, Cornwall Stationery 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation at, Birmingham Shopkeeper Truro Pet May4 Ord May 4 
FRIEND, FRANCIS LAUNCELOT TeMPLe, Reading May 19 | RotHwetn, THomas WILLIAM, Park In, Motor Agent 
it 12 «#14, Bedford row High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord May 4 
FRYETT, FRANK, Clarendon Hotel, Deal, Licensed Viectu Rowson, Cron, Colonial Honse, Tooley set, 
aller May 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Can Agent High Court Pet April 10 Ord May 4 
terbury ReERCOMBE, Gronor, Duneford,-nr Exeter, Licensed Vic 


Bangor Pet 


Nottingham 


Wrexham Pet 


Produce 


GILLMAN, BENNETT MARK, Hoxton st, Kite Manufa tualler Exeter Pet April8 Ord May 4 
turer May !9atill Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st SHORROCK, JOHN ISsSHERWOOD, Carmarthen, Surceon 
Hatt, Heen FRANCIS BKethersien, Ashford, Kent Dentist Carmarthen Pet May 5 Ord May 5 


Nurseryman May 17 at 10.50 Off Kec, t8,, Caatle at SINGLETON, JOUN PSIMPSON, |} Stonewell, Lancs, General 


Canterbury Dealer Preston Pet April 22 Ord May 6 
HANDLEY, WILLIAM, Netherton, Frodsham, Cheshire SMITH, Hersert, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Plumber 

Farmer May 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man Liverpool Pet May Ord May 5 

chester STANLEY, WILLIAM, Caletock, Cornwall, Licensed Victnal 
HARTLEY Wrionut, Horton, Bradford, Commercial kr Plymouth Pet April? Ord May 4 

Traveller May lS atli Off Rec, 12, Duke et, brad TARLING, FREDER'CK. Southend on Sea, Greengrecer 

ford Chelmsford Vet April6 Ord May 3 


JACKSON, FRANK SAGAR, Leeds, Tailor 
Of Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Lewis, James HARRIS, Dursley, Glos, Wheelwright 
May 2ati2 Off Rec, Strtion rd, Gloucester 

LOWNDES, WILLIAM FREDERICK LowN bes Frit, Chesham 
Bucks 

MILLER & Sons, A, Mile End rd May 17 at 1 Bank 
ruptey bldga, Carey +t 

ROBERTS, EMMA SEGRUK, Penryn, Cornwall May 18 at 12 
Of Rec, 12, Princes at, Truro 

ROBERTS, EVAN, Queensdale rd, Notting Hill, Dairyman 
May !Satl2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Car-y st 

RoGERS, WALTER Moork, Bristol, Fruiterer May 17 at | Warp, Mary, High Green, nr Sheffield 
11.80 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol May 4 Ord May 4 

BANDLE, MARY Erue., Great Bardfield, Essex, Baker May | WINDER, JonN, Parkgate, nr Rotherham, Carting Con 
17ati2 Shire Hall, Chelmsford tractor Sheffield Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

SARTORIS, LIONEL, Rutland gate, Company Director May | Woots, ERNESTSAMUEL, Gorleston, Builder Great Yar 
18atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carry st mouth Pet May Ord May 4 

SELFR, Tom EAGLES, Highworth, Wilts, Seedsman 
at4 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

SHEPHARD, FREDERICK CHARLES, Great Grimsby, Glass 
Merchant May 17 at 11 Off Ree, St Mary's chmbrs | 
trreat Girimaby 


May 18 at 11 | THACKRAY, CHARLES, Guiseley, York, Carter 
May 5 Ord May 5 

THoRASs, F G, Lee, Kent, Licensed Victualler Crofdon 
Pet Mar15 Ord May 3 

rHOMAS, REF Aberkenfig, Glam 
Mayé Ord May 4 

rHomas, THOMAS, Porth, Glam, Insurance 
pridd Pet May Ord May 6 

rROTMAN, WILLIAM Ropert, Newbury Newbury Pet 
May 3 Ord May3 

WALKER, CHARLES HENRY, Cadogan pl, Che'sea Bich 
Ceurt Pet Aprill0 Ord May 4 


Leeds Pet 


Collier Cardiff Pet 


Agent 


Ponty 


Harrsley Pet 


May 1 





AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 


, } : 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 


PHACKRAY, CHARLES, Guiseley, York, Carter May 18 | writing charges 
at 11.380 Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds ®, d. 
THOMAS, RES, Aberkenfig, Glam, Collier May 17 at 12 Abstracts Copied = .. © 8 per sheet, 
117, St Mary's at, Cardiff Briefs and Drafte . 2 8 per 20 folios, 
WAMPACH, ALPHONSE CHRISTIAN ALOLPHE, Hythe, Deecs Round Hand «+ © 2 per folio. 
Electrical Engineer May 17 at 11.15 OF Ree, 68a Deeda Abstracted . 2 © per sheet, 
Castle at, Canterbury Full Copies 0 2 per folio 
WiLttams, THomas Grirritn, Yastalyfera, Glam, Grocer PAPER.—Foolsecap, 1d. per sheet Draft, jd, ditto; 


Mav 19 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's 


Parchment, la. 6d, to 3a. 6d. per skin. 
at, Swansea 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 





202nd Year of the Office. 








FOUNDED 1710, 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
Heap Orrice: 


\ ] N 63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 
RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. | PLATE GLASS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager, 























Brickworks 


BATTEN, Ropert Epwiy, Lianrwet, Denbigh, Innkeeper 


ham BURRBIDGE, PERCY FRANK, Combe Martin, Devon Plymouth | 


FIRE OFFICE) 


LIVERPOOL MORTGAGE 


INSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
6, CASTLE STREET, LIVERPOOL, 
Subscribed Capital - £250,000 
| Mortgages, Bonds, Debentures, Deposit Receipts, Loans on 


Reversions and other Securi ies Insured. Guarantee Fidelity, 
Acts as Executors and Trustees either solely or jointly, 


} 











(BRITISH COLUMBIA.) 


INCREASING PROSPERITY. 
DECREASING TAXATION. 


Climate and land we!l adapted for FRUIT GROW. 
ING, DAIRYING and MIXED FARMING, HORSE, 
HOG AND POULTRY RAISING. 


Market near at hand and Good Prices obtainable 


Full information, free of charge, can be obtained, 
and specimens «f Fruits and Grain, and Maps and 
Photographs teen at the Office of 


Salisbury House, J. H. TURNER, 
@ Finsbury Circus ,London. Agent-General for B.C. 


Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 











BY AUTHORITY. 


Evcry requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CoO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


SELDEN SOCIETY. 


FOUNDED 1887. 
To encourage the study and advance the knowledge of the History 
of English Law. 





Patron : 
HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 
Parstpent: Mr. WALTER C. RENSHAW, K.C. 
Tas Riext How. THE MASTER 
OF THE ROLLS. 
Tue Rient How. Ssrk ROBERT 
FINLAY, G.0.M.G., K.C. 


Cousctt (March, 1910). 

| Mr. Stoney O. Appry. Prof. Covatyway 8, Kerxy. 

| Mr.W.Pauey Baripow,r.s.a. | Sir H. OC. Maxwect Lyre, 
Bight Hon, Artnus K.C.B. 

Conen, K.c. Mr. R. F. Norrow, «.c. 

| Dr. Epwrw Fresnrievp. Mr. C, A, Russetn, Kc. | 

| Sir C. BE. H. Cuavwycex |The Hon, Mr. Justice 
| HRALFY,K.C.R., K.C Wanrrivortor. 
| 

} 


Vice-PResipents 





The Hon. Mr, Justice Joven. | Mr. T. Cyrrtan Witttams. 
Literary Directors: 
Bir Faxpx. Pottock, Bt., 13, | Professor Viwooravorr, 19, 
Old-equare, Lincoln's -inn. Linton-road, Oxford. 
Hoo. Anditors : 
Mr. J, W. Crank, k.c. Mr. Husear Hatt. 
Hon. Secretary: Mr. B. Fosserr Lock, 
11, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
Hon. Treasurer: Mr. J. E, W. River, 
8, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
Annual Subscription: ONE GUINEA. Life Membership 
| (or 30 years for Libraries, &c.): TWENTY GUINEAS. 
Fach Wember receives the publication for the year of 
subscription, and may subscribe for any previous year. 
| Pubhe Libraries, &c., becoming subscribers and requir- 
| ing a complete set of past Publications may receive same at 
a special rate. 





Further particulars may be obtained from the Secretary or 
Treasurer. 


Norte.—Publications already issued (price 28s. each to 
| Non-Members) : (I.) Select Pleas of the wn. (II.) Select 
| Manorial Pleas. (1II.) Select Civil Pieas. (IV.) TheCourt 
| Baron. (V.) Leet Jurisdiction in Norwich. (VI.) Select 
Admiralty Pleas (Vol. 1). (VII.) The Mirror of Justices. 
(V1LL.) Bracton and Azo. (1X.) The Coroners’ Rolls. 
X.) Select Cases in Chan " 
Yeas (Vol. 2). (XII.) The Court of 
| Select Pleas of the Forests. (XIV.) Beverley Town Docu- 

ments. (XV.) The Exchequer of the Jews. (XV I.) The 
| Star (XVIL) Year Books 1 & 2 . 2% 
(XVII1.) Borough Customs (Vol. 1). (XIX.) Year Books 
(Vol. 2) 2&3Ed.2. (XX.) Year Books (Vol. 3) 3 Ed. 2. 
(XXI.) Borough Customs (Vol. 2). (XXIL.) Year Book 
Series (Vol. 3), (XXILI.) The Law Merchant (Vol, 1). 
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